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I  h e reb y  d e c la r e  t h a t  th e  fo l lo w in g  t h e s i s  
i s  b aa ed  on th e  r e s u l t s  o f  R e se a rc h  c a r r i e d  
o u t  by me; t h a t  th e  T h e s is  i s  my own 
c o m p o s itio n ; and  t h a t  i t  has n o t  p r e v io u s ly  
b een  p r e s e n te d  f o r  a H igher D eg ree .
The R e se a rc h  was c a r r i e d  o u t  i n  
S t .  M ary’ s  C o lle g e , The U n iv e r s i ty ,  S t .  Andrews.
S ig n ed ; , .,,
At th e  U n iv e r s i ty  o f  S t .  Andrews 
A ugust, 1955.
I l l
I  c e r t i f y  t h a t  C h a r le s  Brown Ketcham h as  s p e n t 
n in e  te rm s  i n  R e se a rc h  on th e  s u b je c t#  The 
K en o tic  T heory  o f  th e  I n c a r n a t io n  i n  Modern 
l ! ) r i t l s h  TheoXbgy; t h a t  he has f u l f i l l e d  th e  
c o n d i t io n s  o f  o rd in a n c e  Ho* 16 ( s t*  A ndrew s); 
and  t h a t  he i s  q u a l i f i e d  to  subm it th e  
acco rî^any ing  T h e s is  In  a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  th e  
d eg ree  o f  Ph.D#
S ig n ed ; . P r o f e s s o r ,
s u p e r v i s o r ,  n
I V
ACADBMIQ GAREHR
1945 ^  M a tr ic u la te d  i n  Mount u n io n  C o lle g e # .
A ll ln n c e ^  Ohio* U.8#A# and fo llo w e d  ©
c o u rse  le a d in g  to  th e  d eg ree  B .Ai . 
194s') -  M a t r ic u la te d  i n  th e  U n iv e r s i ty  o f
E d ln b u i'g h , S c o t la n d ,  o s  P u lh r ig h t  . 
s c h o la r#  . R ead ing  in  p h ilo so p h y #  .
1950 -  M a t r ic u la te d  in  th e  U n iv e r s i ty  o f
E d in b u rg h , S co tlan d *  a t  Hew C o lle g e .
1951 -  M a t r ic u la te d  in  th e  U n iv e r s i ty  o f
g l i r ic h ,  S w itz e rla n d #  H eading  i n  
th eo lo g y #
1951 -  M a tr ic u la te d  i n  Drew T h e o lo g ic a l
S em in ary , M adison , H . J . ,  U .S .A . and  
fo llo w e d  a c o u rse  le a d in g  to  th e  
d e g re e  B#D#
1953 M a t r ic u la te d  in  th e  U n iv e r s i ty  o f
St# Andrews# S co tlan d #  and  commenced 
r e s e a r c h  th e  r e c o r d  o f  w hich i s  
h e re w ith  su b m itte d  a s  a Ph.D . T h e s is .
VÂ G m o m m m m m s
I
I  sh o u ld  l i k e  to  acknow ledge piy In d e b te d n e s s  
t o  th e  l a t e  P r o f e s s o r  P.M. B a l i l i e  u n d e rw h o se  
g u id a n c e  and  s u p e r v is io n  t h i s  T h çs is , was i n i t i a t e d  
and  re a c h e d  i t s  o u t l in e ,  form# In  him i  fo u n d  one 
whose wisdom was ^ f i r s t  p u r e ,  th e n  p e a c e a b le #  
g e n t l e ,  open to  r e a s o n ,  f u l l  o f  m ercy and  good 
f r u i t s ,  W ithou t im c e r t a i n t y  o r  i n s i n c e r i t y # ’
TO th e  E ev e ren d  P ro f e s s o r  E dgar P# D ic k ie  
who, w ith o u t h e s i t a t i o n  o r  r e s e r v a t io n #  g r a c io u s ly  
c o n s e n te d  to  in c lu d e  in  h i s  a l r e a d y  crow ded sc h e d u le  
th e  many a d d i t i o n a l  d u t i e s  o f  s u p e r v i s o r ,  I  owe a 
g r e a t  d eb t o f  th a n k s .  H is  w ise  c o u n s e l and  
c o n s ta n t  encouragem ent haVe been  in v a lu a b le .
I  sh o u ld  a l s o  l i k e  to  e x p re s s  my a p p r e c ia t io n  
to  th e  V ery  E o v eren d  P r i n c i p a l  C h a r le s  8 . D u th ie  
who r e a d  th e  im n u s c r ip t  o f  t h i s  T h e s is  and  made 
many h e lp f u l  s u g g e s tio n s*
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CHAPTBR I
KiSTORIOAL BACKGROtrjSD OF BRITISH 
KENOTIC THEOLOO-Y
s
H i s t o r i c a l  B ackground 
o f
B r i t i s h  K e n o tic  G lir is to lo g y
The K en o tic  T heory  o f  th e  I n c a r n a t io n  i s  a
im d ern  O h r i s to lo g io a l  developm ent th e  r o o t s . o f  w hich
l i e  deep  i n  th e  D u theran-'R eform ed th e o lo g ic a l
c o n t r o v e r s i e s  w hich  fo llo w e d  th e  A u fk la ru n g  in  
iaérmany# Though th e  o r i g i n  o f  th e  th e o ry  i s  th u s  
r e c e n t ,  th e  o r i g i n  o f  th e  te rm in o lo g y  g o es  back  to  
th e  New T estam ent*  In  th e  î i jp is t le  to  th e  p h i l i p p i a n s ,  
P a u l s a y s  t h a t  O h r is t  ’e n ^ t i e d  h im s e lf  
ta k in g  th e  fo rm  o f  a s e r v a n t ,  b e in g  b o rn  in  th e  
l i k e n e s s  o f  men^. Thus a l l  t h e o r i e s  o f  th e  I n o a r n a t io i  
w hich  r e g a r d  th e  ’ s e l f - e m p ty in g ^  th e  m u rà v 
a s  th e  c e n t r a l ,  d e te rm in a t iv e  p r i n c i p l e  a r e  te rm ed  
K en o tic  T h e o r ie s ,
B ac te ro u n d
The r a t i o n a l i s m  o f  th e  A u fk l^ ru n g . w ith  i t s  
em p h asis  upon re a s o n  a s  ah  o r i g i n a l  so u rce  o f  know ledge .
1 B ru ce , The H u m iliâ t io n  _ o f  C h r i s t , p%). 133-134* These c o r i ï r o v é r s ie a  sh o u ld  n o t  be co n fu se d  w ith  th e  c e le b r a t e d  G -iaseen^Tùbingén c o n tro v e rs y  ( i n t e r n a l  to  th e  L u th e ra n  C hurch) w hich  opposed  k e n o s is  t o  k r y p s i s * In  t h i s  c o n tro v e rs y  th e  d e b a te  was w h e th e r C h r i s t ,  i n  th e  s t a t e  o f  h u m i l i a t io n ,  a b s ta in e d  e n t i r e l y  from  th e  u se  o f  H is  a t t r i b u t e s  (k e n o s i s ) o r  w h e th e r He u sed  them  
s e c r e t l y  (k r y o s i s TI ^ n  n e i t h e r  c a se  was i t  a q u e s t io n  p ï  th e  p o s s e s s io n  o f  th e  a t t r i b u t e s  ( a s  i n  th e  m odern K en o tic  T h e o r ie s ) ,  b u t a q u e s t io n  
o f  t h e i r  u s e .  I b i d . ,  Oh. I I I .
3a f f e c t e d  b o th  x^hilosophy and th e o lo g y * ’^ i t  
r a d i c a l l y  c o n tr a d ic te c l  th e  t r a d i t i o n a l  P r o t e s t a n t  
th e o lo g y  w hich m a in ta in e d  t h a t  God’ s r e v e l a t i o n  
was a b s o lu te ly  g iv e n  and t h a t  th e  employment o f  
r e a s o n  in  d e a l in g  w ith  i t  was in s t r u m e n ta l  and n o t  
c r i t i c a l  and  n o rm a tiv e# ^  Even when such  r a t i o n a l ­
ism  was r e c a s t  by K ant to  make room f o r  f a i t h ,  i t  
r e s u l t e d  i n  "a  new r a t i o n a l  d i r e c t i v e  f o r c e ’*, 
r a t h e r  th a n  o t r u e  s y n th e s i s  o f  F a i t h  and 
Reason# su ch  r a t i o n a l i s m ,  even  o f  th e  K a n tia n  
s c h o o l ,  c o u ld  f i n d  no r e a l  p la c e  f o r  O h r is to lo g y ,^  
f o r  i t  was ’’co n c e rn e d  n o t w ith  a r e l i g i o n  f o r  
v /hlch J e s u s  i s  th e  o b je c t  o f  f a i t h ,  b u t o n ly
p .w ith  t h a t  w hich J e s u s  ta u g h t* ” -^  in
! m  P l l . l f  ■ I I I  • •  I # 1» I il « I l  ■■ (111 11 II
1 0* A# Bêcîcwith, ’’R a tio n a l is m  and  su p e r  n a t u r a l !  mi” „The New Sc h a f  f i l l e r  so A E n cy c lo p e d ia  o f  H e l to io u s  ]^ov /ledfm # V0Ï 4 IKë na 399# s t a t e s :  ” Tliefo u n d a tio n  o f  r a t io h a l i s i i i  i n  E n g lis h  th o u g h t was l a i d  in  th e  s c i e n t i f i c  s p i r i t  in t ro d u c e d  by Bacon and  New ton, i n  p h ilo s o p h y  by th e  Cambridge P l a t o n i s t s  by r e f e r e n c e  to  im m utable and  e t e r n a l  t r u t h ,  in  th e o lo g y  by Samuel C la rk e  in  h i s  o n to lo g ic a l  d e m o n s tra tio n  o f  th e  b e in g  and a t t r i b u t e s  o f  Oàdf  As a d i s t i n c t i v e  phenom enon, how ever, r a t i o n a l i s m  began w ith  th e  d e i c t i c  m ovem ent, and was in tro d u c e d  by L ord  H erbèirt o f  Gherbury# ##”2 I b i d , ,  p#3 I b i d . ,  p# 396#
4  I b id # , p# 397# ■5 M ac k in to sh , The P e rso n  o f  J e s u s  C h r i s t # p# 249*
4
o p p o s i t io n  to  such  r a t i o n a l i s m ,  c o n f e s s io n a l  
o rth o d o x y  d e v e lo p e d  in to  a s u p ra n a tu ra l is m  o f  a m ost 
unoom proiîiising k in d .
W ith th e  p u b l i c a t i o n  o f  F rietU ^ioh  S c h lo ie r -  
mac h e r  *s Redon (1799) a t  th e  t u r n  o f  th e  c e n tu r y ,  
a new t h e o lo g ic a l  p o s i t io n  was in tro d u c e d #
8 c h ie ie rm a o h e r  em erged a s  th e  i n i t i a t o r  o f  a sc h o o l 
whose %)urpose was to  m ed ia te  be tw een  th e s e  two 
ex tre m e s  o f  r a t i o n a l i s m  and a u p ra n a tu ra lism ^  -  a 
sc h o o l w hich a c c e p te d  th e  b e s t  o f  o ig h te h n th - c e n tu ry  
r a t i o n a l i s m  and  a t  th e  same tim e a f f i r m e d ,  , w i t h  m arked 
m y s tic is m ^ , th e  dawning id e a l is in  o f  th e  n in e te e n th  
c e n tu r y .  F o r  t h i s  sch o o l th e  e s se n c e  o f  f a i t h  was 
a G od '-oonsciousness. w hich c a r r i e s  and  i s  God’ s 
re d e m p tiv e  pow er, C h r is t  i s  th e  p e r f e c t  exam ple , 
th e  p a ra d ig m , th e  i d e a l  man (an d  n o th in g  m ore) who 
i s  cp iftp la te ly  G o d -cb n sc ig u s  and th e r e f o r e  c o m p le te ly  
p le a s in g  to  God, S ta n d in g  in  t h i s  same t r a d i t i o n .
Ko th e  (1799-1867) sough t to  r e c o n o l ie  th e  o r th o d o x  
d o c t r in e  o f  th e  in c a r n a t io n  w ith  t h i s  I d e a l  Man 
T heory , ‘ ’’Thus H othe^ sp eak s  o f  God a s  in c a r n a te d
1 W alker, A H is to r y  o f  th e  C h r i s t i a n  C hurch#p p . . ^
2 B enn, The H is to ry  o f  E n g lis h  R a t io n a l is m , V ô l, I ,
3 M ack in to sh , Types o f  Modern T heo lo g y , p ,  97*
4 L ic h te n b e r g e r ,  The H is to ry  o f  German T heology  inth e  N in e tG c n th rd e n tW y  Pi 492 /  xAaintÿ^in^ tlW t Hot he was th e  m ost o r i g i n a l  th in k e r  s in c e  
Sc h ie  ieriiiac  h e r  ,
i i i  q u a r r e l l i n g  w ith  ortliodDXy o n ly  booauoo
i t  b o liev o m  in- on - in o a rn a tiq u  l im i t e d  to  d lw io t ,  
in o te o d  o f  t e # h i n # -#$ tho t- Ood I s  In d W ih to  in  
r e # o w d  h u m a i- ty  a t  la-rge-, a n a  t w t  i n  t h e  
In o a rw t io n -  o f  O l^ io t  wo have o n ly  the- b o g iim in g ' o f  
a proce.so#-” '^
Thus th o  o n tr tin c o  of th e  n in e te e n th  c e n tu r y  
b r in g  à w ith  i t  a tfK n o lo sleo l \m i i% x  m  b p e c l f io  i n  
i t #  Oemandh t h a t  i t  M g h t  h e  # i d  to  p r e f ig u r e  th e  
•Kenotic ■ T heory;' th e  T heory  wç-'a m  ea rn em t a t te m p t 
to  f i n d  th e  m iad l#  g round 'betw ecm  r a t i o n a l !  esn" and  
a n h tu r a l  1 # i ,  to  e f f a o t  a u n ion  betw een  th e  
XiUtherah and  R eform ed o h r ! s to lo g i# # ,  m û  a t  th e  same 
tim e to  u t i l i s e  th e  new ly a c q u ir e d  b e n e f i t#  o f  
B i b l i c a l  c r i t i c i h & .  I t  ondoavbia^ed ” to  Gooure a 
c o n v ic t io n  t h a t  th e  c u b je c t  o f  th e  e x p e r ie n c e - o f  
th e  c e n t r a l  F igu re , o f  'th e  W a p e ie  i s ,  a c  i n  th e  
t r a d i t i o n a l  eg home, . i d e n t i c a l l y  th e  S t e r n a l  W ord, 
th e  Bccond i^ëreoii i n  th e  T r i n i t y ;  m d  a t  t h e  m m  
tim e to  do j u s t i c e  to  th e  r e a l i t y  o f  th e  human 
e x p e r ie n c e  o f  Je#u#  in  l i a  l o c a l  and  ic m io r a l  n e t t in g ',  
w h ile  y e t  #v o id in g  th e  oecm ing u iw o a l i ty  o f  ’’one” 
P orqon  l i v i n g  aiinultbbboU B ly i n  two rcd lm a o f  
c o n a c io u sh b h h ,’*^ Tho K e n b tle  Theory fo u n d  i t s e l f
«<» * i a i i « i i i i « a i / i n i m i <  . 'l i i
1 . Maoklntoah', op# Cit#, fh%., p.RBR#
2  o re ed '. The D iv in i ty '' o f .  JW ù è  .cûwia-t# m
P* 1Mb*
6a t  home in  a contw ?y d e d ic a te d  to  th e  d is c o v e ry  o f  
th e  ’tTesus o f  H i s t o r y ’ #^
E a r ly  B eg in n in g s
The un ion  e n t e r p r i s e  whicEi en d eav o u red  to  
u n i t e  th e  tv/o g r e a t  b o d ie s  o f  th e  P r u s s ia n  0h u rch  
a c t u a l l y  donmenoed a s  e a r ly  a s  th e  y e a r  1817. ^
T h is  e n t e r p r i s e  evoked a v ig o ro u s  O l i r i s to lo g io a l  
d e b a te  i n  w hich th e  P h i l ip p ia n  p a s sa g e  ( 2 ; 5 - l l )  
f i g u r e d  p ro m in en tly *  The r e s u l t i n g  G h i* io to lo g ies  
w ere th u s  s ty l e d  K e n o tic ^ and w ere o f f e r e d  to  th e  
^ p ro te s ta n ts  a s  u n io n  O h r is tp lo g ie s #  B oth th e  
L u th e ra n  and th e  R eform ed t r a d i t i o n s  c o u ld  f i n d
l o g i c a l  e x p re s s io n  o f  t h e i r  h i s t o r i c a l  O t i r i s to lo g ic a l
Ip o s i t i o n s  in  th e  K en o tic  Thbory# ”You may re a c h  th e  
K en o tic  p o s i t i o n  from  th e  L u th e ra n  t e r r i t o r y  a lo n g  
th e  p a th  o f  cqnm iunicatio  id io raatu in  s im p ly  by th e  
in v e r s e  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  th e  p r i n c i p l e ; ,  te a c h in g  w ith  
r e f e r e n c e  to  th e  e a r t h l y  s t a t e  o f  O h r is t  a 
c o m u n i c a t  io n  o f  th e  d iv in e  p r o p e r t i e s  to  man*”^
T h is  same l o g i c a l  p o s s i b i l i t y  was open to  th e  Reform ed 
t r a d i t i o n  ’’a lo n g  th e  p a th  o f  th e  e x in a n i t i o  to  w hich  
th e  Logos became s u b je c t  i n  becom ing man, by  a s s ig n in g
1 Bee A, B c h w e its e r , The Q uest o f  th e  H i s t o r i c a l  J e s u s
2 B ru ce , Op, G i t , , p ,  133#
3 M ac k in to sh , The P e rso n  o f  J e s u s  G l^irist.  p , 265*
#  B ru ce , Op, G i t , , pp ,  13^^135*
t h e r e to  a p o s i t i v e  m ean ing , and c o n v e r t in g  th e  
R eform ed o c c u l t a t i o  o r  c ju a s l - e x in a n l t io  in to  a r e a l  
s e l f - e m p ty in g ' o f  d iv in e  g lo ry  and  d iv in e  a t t r i b u t e s # ”  ^
Though t h i s  scheme f o r  un ion  o f  th e  two t r a d i t i o n s  was 
o n ly  p a r t i a l l y  s u c c e s s f u l^ ,  i t  s e rv e d  to  s t im u la te  a 
c e n tu ry  o f  O h r i s to lo g ie a l  d eb a te  fro m  w hich a l l  
c h u rc h e s  have g r e a t l y  p ro f i te d #
A lthough  th e  K e n o tic  T heory , a s  i t  i s  now known, 
d id  n o t a p p e a r  u n t i l  th e  second  q u a r te r  o f  th e  
n in e te e n th  c e n tu r y ,  some ..m ention sh o u ld  be made o f  
% in ze n d o rf, fo u n d e r  o f  th e  M oravian B rotherhood*.
He a n t i c i p a t e d  th e  K en o tic  G ü irls to lo g y  by a c e n tu ry  -  
i n  id e a  and  c e n t r a l i t y  i f  n o t i n  l o g i c a l  form# 
"Z in z e n d o rf  c o n c e iv e d  o f  th e  I n c a r n a t io n  a s  th e  
a ssu m p tio n  o f  a human s o u l w ith  a b o d y , and ta u g h t  an  
i n d i s s o lu b le  h y p o s ta t ic  u n io n  o f  th e  h u n a n ity  so 
assum ed and  th e  G o d h e a d . T h e  k e n o s is  f o r  ^ in z e n d o r f  
was an  a b s o lu te  em pty ing  and n o t j u s t  r e l a t i v e  to  th e  
human sphere*  \év< urov ék^âVAAr^v^ w ith  H is  whole h e a r t
1 B ru ce , Op. C i t . ,  p# 133*
2 Ib id #
3 I b i d . , p .  4 2 2 . B ruce i s  h e re  q u o tin g  P l i t t ;g in z e n d o r f  -  ”Der H o llan d  h a t vpn s e in e n  g o h a ts e n  und H é r r l io i f c è i t e n ,  d ie  e r  a l s  Bohn und r e c h t -  m S ss ig e r B e s i t z e r  t o O h a t t e ,  schond i s p o n ^ t ,  dà e r  s e in e  G o t th e i t  v e r la s s e n  h a t  b e l  d e r  ,  beim  Hingang i n  d ie  B e i t ,  i n  d e rM u tte r D eib a l s  d a s  e r s t e  G ra b .”
8/ “
He d ise n g a g e d  l i im s e I f  from  th e  work and a o t i v i t y  o f  
H is  p ro p e r  Ck>dhoad,,*> T h is  id e a ,  ;hov/ever, was to
be dorm ant f o r  one hundred  y e a r s ,  u n t i l  Thoriiasius o f  
E r la n g e n  p u b l is h e d  h i s  B e itra g e  g u r K lrc h l ic h é n  
G h r ie to lo g ie  i n  1845.
T hom asius’ B e ltr a g e  was a ru d im e n ta ry  s k e tc h  o f  
th e  k e n o t ic  i d e a ,  w hich he was to  expand and fo rm a liz e  
in  h i s  g r e a t  w ork , G h r i s t i  P e rso n  und H erk (1 8 5 6 ),
I t  i s  Thom nsius who r e a l l y  desex*ves to  bo c o n s id e re d  
th e  f a t h e r  o f  th e  modern s c h o o l, f o r  i t  i s  from  him 
t h a t  such  th e o lo g ia n s  and d iv in e s  a s  K a lin is , L u th a r d t ,  
B e l i t z s c h ,  and  K onig r e c e iv e d  i n s p i r a t i o n  and g u id an ce , 
A no ther German th e o lo g ia n  wlio d e s e rv e s  m en tio n  a s  a 
fo rm a tiv e  f ig u r e  i s  W olfgang G eds, in f lu e n c e d  by 
ThomasiUB, b u t  o r i g i n a l  i n  h is  own r i g h t ,  Geès g r e a t l y  
in f lu e n c e d  such  men a s  Gaupp, Hahn, g ch m ied er, R e u ss , 
and  Godet# A t h i r d  O o n tin e n ta l  sc h o o l was i n i t i a t e d  
by Johann  E b ra rd , a l s o  o f  E r la n g e n , and  a f o u r th  by 
th e  D an ish  L u th e ra n  th e o lo g ia n  M arte n sen , These a r e  
th e  names w hich  s ta n d  o u t i n  O o n t in e n ta l  K en o tic  
O h ris to lo g y # ^
E n tra n c e  In to  B r i t i s h  Theology
Ho e x a c t d a te  can  be e s t a b l i s h e d  when th e  K e n o tic  
T heory  o f  th e  I n c a r n a t io n  f i r s t  r e a c h e d  B r i t a i n ,  b u t
1 B ru ce , Dp, G i t # , p ,  423#
2 F o r a d e t a i l e d  ac c o u n t o f  O o n t in e n ta l  K en o ticO h ris to lo g ^ r see  B ru ce , Op# G i t , ,  L e c tu re  IV and  
appended  N o tes  p p . 386- 426 .
9th e r e  a r e  f o u r  e v e n ts  w hich do seem to  u s h e r  i n  a 
g e n e ra l  i n t e r e s t  a W c o n c e r n  ab o u t Kënot i c  d h r ia to lo g y .  
The f i r s t  o f  th e s e  é v e n ts  i s  th e  p u b l i c a t io n  in  I 863 
(a  second  e d i t i o n  in  1864) o f  A C harge, D e l iv e re d  to  
th e  O lergy  o f  O ssory^ F e rn b , and  L G ig h lln  by B ishop  
J#Tii O’B rien* In  th e  C h arg e* o ’B fie n  s u p p o r ts  th e  
p r i n c i p l e  o f  k e n o s is  w ith o u t d e v e lo p in g  a com p le te  
O iir is té io g y # ^  The second  e v e n t i s  t h é  t r a n s l a t i o n  
o f  M artensen  and  Godet i n to  E n g lish *  M arte iisen ’ s  
g iw is t j a n  D ogm atics a p p e a re d  in  iiK iinburgh i n  1666.
T h is  was fo llo w e d  by G o d e t’ s Qom nentary on th é  Gfospel ' 
o f  St# Luke in  1875 ( f o u r t h  e d i t i o n  by 1 8 8 1 ), h i s  
Oommohtary on th e  G oapél o f  Bt# ,Tolm  i n  1876-1877 , 
liomans i n  1880 -1881 , and I  G o r in th ia n s  i n  1886-1887 .
The demand and num ber a r e  ah i n d i c a t i o n  o f  th e  aw akening 
i n t e r e s t *  The t h i r d  o f  th e s e  e v e n ts  v/as p r o f e s s o r  
A.B* B ru o è’ s  Cunningham L e c tu re s  in  1 8 7 6 .^  In  th e s e  
l e c t u r e s  P r o f e s s o r  B ruce g iv e s  an  e x c e l l e n t  c r i t i q u e
1 ” In  i t  [ p h i l i p p ia n s  2 :5 - l 3  Ho seem s to  be shownto  u s ,  when i n  th e  fo rm  o f  God, d iv e s t in g  îü m s e lf  o f  a l l  t h a t  was in c p iiip a tib le  w i th  th e  s t a t e  o f  h u m il ia t io n  to  w hich  He was ab o u t to  d escend  -  n o t h o ld in g  t e n a c io u s ly  th e  e q u a l i t y  w ith  God w hich  lie e n jo y e d , b u t l e t t i n g  i t  g o ,  and om ntying H im se lf . # . o f  H is  d iv in e  g lo r y ,  o f  H is  d iv in e  p ow er, and  o f  H is  D iv in e  o m n is c ie n c e . . .” B ishop
O 'B r ie n ,  PP«‘ loL-^lOa»
2 These l e c t u r e s  w éré p u b lis h e d  u n d e r th e  t i t l eThe H u m ilia t i o n  o f  G hrisl^*
1 0
o f  th e  w hole K eno tlo  movement on th e  G o n tln e n t.
By 1881 a seco n d  e d i t i o n ,  expanded , was p r in te d *
The t j i i r d  e v e n t o f  g r e a t  imix>rta n c e  wçs G o re ’ s  e s sa y  
"The H oly S p i r i t  and I n s p i r a t i o n ” whiqti a p p e a re d  in  
th e  c o l l e c t i o n  o f  e s s a y s  Lux Muiidi i n  1889. in  th e  
e s s a y  he s t a t e s ,  ” I t  i s  c o n t r a r y  to  H is /b o d ’ s 1 
w hole m ethod to  r e v e a l  H is  Godhead by any a n t i c i p a t i o n  
o f  n a t u r a l  know ledge., The in c a r n a t io n  was a s e l f -  
em pty ing  o f  God to  r e v e a l  H im se lf  under c o n d i t io n s  
o f  human n a tu r e  and  from  th e  human p o in t  o f  v iew * . *
He n e v e r  e x h i b i t s  th e  o m n isc ien ce  o f  b h re  Godhead in  
th e  re a lm  o f  n a t u r a l  kno w led g e .” As m igh t be e x p e c te d , 
t h i s  e s sa y  c a u se d  no l i t t l e  s t i r  i n  A n g lican  c i r c l e s ,  
and  Gore was engaged  i n  p u b l ic  c o n tro v e rsy #  By 1891
■ O  'Lux Mundi was i n  I t s  tw e l f th  e d i t io n # ^  G ore , 
how ever, d ev e lo p e d  h i s  id e a s  in  th e  ]3emyton L e c tu re s  
g iv e n  in  1891 and in  h i s  D i s s e r t a t i o n s  on B u b jc o ts  
C onnected  v /ith  th e  i n c a r n a t io n  p u b l is h e d  in  1895.
From t h i s  p o i n t  o n ,  th e  K en o tic  Theory c la im e d  many 
a p o lo g i s t s #
l«-> I 'in  I    ■ « ii.« w  I # # # ' ;*
1 BOO H a l l ,  The K en o tic  T h eo ry , p .  22#
2 J.K* M osley , Some T en d e n c ie s  in  i 3 r i t i s h  T heo lo /;^ .p .  17 , s t a t e s : '  ' ”Few books i n  nioWx'n" tT^  ^ h a ^  so c l e a r l y ,  m arked th e  p f  e sé h cé  o f  a new e ra  and  so d e e p ly  i n f l u e n c e d  i t s  c h a r a c t e r  a s  th e ,v o lu m e  o f  e s s a y s  by a nm'fTber o f  O xford  men v/Mch was p u b l i s h e d  i n  th e  l a t t e r  p a r t  o f  th e  y e a r  1889 u n d er  th e  t i t l e  o f  LUX M uhdi.”
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The K en o tic  Theory o f  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  i n  iooclern 
B r i t i s h  T heology has  d ev e lo p ed  i n t o  fo u r  main typ es#  
F o r th e  p u rp o se  o f  t h i s  d i s s e r t a t i o n ,  one man I n  
ea ch  ’ t y p e ’ has been  s e l e c t e d  to  r e p r e s e n t  h i s  
p a r t i c u l a r  v a r i a t i o n  6 f  t h e  Theory , and a d d i t i o n a l  
in f o r m a t io n  and c o n t r i b u t i o n s  have b e e n  added, i n  
n o tes#  B ecause t h i s  s u b je c t  i s  p r i m a r i l y  One o f  
t h e o l o g i c a l  i n t e r e s t ,  th e  v a r io u s  t y p e s  o f  K eno tic  
Tbeofjr have been  a r r a n g e d  i n  te rm s  o f  t h e o l o g i c a l  
deve lopm ent and n o t  h i s t o r i c a l  a p p e a ra n c e .  
C o n seq u en tly  one anac liron ism  does o c c ii r ;  f o r  
D.W* F o r r e s t ,  whose th e o r y  i s , '  to  some e x t e n t ,  à 
c r i t i c i s m  o f  C h a r le s  (k )re ’ s p o s i t i o n ,  i s  d i s c u s s e d  
b e f o r e  t h a t  o f  Gîore’ B.
o m m m  i i
M ÏSB A IM  
THE ABSOLÜ5?5i! BUALÏSÎSC
13
A.M. FAIHBAIRH 
ABBOLOTE BUALXSTIO TYPE
P r i n c i p a l  A.M. F a i r b a i r n  o f  M a n s f ie ld  C o l l e g e ,  Oxford 
was one o f  th e  f i r s t  B r i t i s h  a d v o c a te s  o f  th e  K en o tic  T heory  
o f  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  a s  th e  b a s i s  f o r  O h r is to lp g y *  I n  h i s  
work The P la c e  o f  C h r i s t  i n  Modern T heo lom r# F a i r b a i r n  t a k e s  
a  p o s i t i o n  v h ic h  c l o s e l y  p a r a l l e l s  th e  T heory  f i r s t  e x p re s s e d  
i n  i t s  c l a s s i c a l  form  by G o t t f r i e d  Thomas!us o f  E r la n g e n ,
Germany, and w hich i s  b e s t  c l a s s i f i e d  a s  th e  A b so lu te  D u a l i s t ! '3Type o f  th e  K en o tic  Theory# T h is  p a r a l l e l i s m  i s  so  s t r i k i n g  
t h a t  i t  would be re d u n d a n t  t o  d i s c u s s  b o th  Thomas!us and 
F a i r b a i r n  s e p a r a t e l y .  T h e r e fo r e  F a i r b a l r n  w i l l  be used a s  
the b a s i s  o f  th e  d i s c u s s i o n  and w i l l  be s u p p o r te d  i n  a l l  
im p o r ta n t  p o i n t s  by q u o t a t i o n  from  Thom asius.
I n  an  age when B i b l i c a l  c r i t i c i s m  had begun to  make 
g r e a t  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  ( ’’c r i t i c i s m  has  become s o  much a  m e n ta l
h a b i t  and h as  changed so  many th in g s '  t h a t  we f in d  i t  hard- to4be p a t i e n t  w i th  any p ro c e s s  t h a t  i s  n o t  c r i t i c a l ” ) and th e
1 .  A.M. F a i r b a i r n ,  1893* T.G. E dw ards, 1895. G. G o re ,  1896.2k Bee Ch. 1 ,  ’’H i s t o r i c a l  B ack g ro u n d .”3 .  B ru ce , The H u m i l ia t io n  o f  C h r i s t # p .  138. T hese c a t e g o r i e sseem to  have g e n e r a l  a c c e p ta n c e  and a r e  d e r iv e d  from  th e  n a tu r e  and p la c e  o f  th e  D e p o te n t ia te d  Logos i n  e a ch  c a s e ,i . e .  t o  a r r i v e  a t  th e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  a p a r t i c u l a r  man, B ruce a s k s  t h r e e  q u e s t io n s :  F i r s t ,  i s  th e  d e p o t e n t i a t i o n  w i th  r e f e r e n c e  to  d iv in e  a t t r i b u t e s  a b s o lu t e  o r  r e l a t i v e ;  s e c o n d ,  what i s  t h e  r e l a t i o n  betw een  th e  d e p o t e n t i a t e d  Logos and th e  man J e s u s ;  and t h i r d ,  how co m p le te  i s  th e  d e p o t e n t i a t i o n  w i th in  th e  God-man. F o r  a  f u l l e r  e x p la n a t io n  see  pp . 137-138 .4 .  F a i r b a i r n ,  The P la c e  o f  O h r i s t  i n  Modern T h eo lo g y , p .  v i i .
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” J e s u s  o f  H i s to r y ” em phasis  was d o m in a tin g  t h e o l o g i c a l
e n q u i ry  ( ’’ ’B i b l i c a l  t h e o lo g y ’ means nov/ t h e  th e o lo g y  o f  th e
B ib le  We can  now w i th  r e v e r e n c e ,  y e t  w ith  a c c u ra c y ,  sp ea k
o f  ’ th e  T h eo lo g y ’ o r  ’ th e  d o c t r i n e  o f  J e s u s ’ ” ) ,  F a i r b a i r n
wanted to  f i n d  some way o f  p r e s e r v in g  th e  B i b l i c a l  w i tn e s s  to
C h r i s t ’ s  D iv ine-hum an n a t u r e  w i th o u t  l o s i n g  th e  s u p p o r t  o f  th e
e a r l y  C hurch t r a d i t i o n  o r  th e  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  o f  B i b l i c a l
c r i t i c i s m *  "We must u n d e r s t a n d h e  s a i d , " t h e  f a c t o r s  and
f o r c e s  t h a t  have moved and shaped  th e  t h e o l o g i e s  o f  th e  p a s t
b e fo re  we c a n ,  even i n  th e  r u d e s t  o u t l i n e  draw th e  g ro u n d -p la n2o f  a th e o lo g y  f o r  th e  p r e s e n t . ” (Im Kusammenhang m it  d e r  
ganzen  c h r i s t o l o g i s c h e n  B n tw ick lung  b e t r a c h t e t ,  mlissen w ir  
d a h e r  d as  C h a lc e d o n isc h e  Symbol a l s  den  r i o h t i g e n  A b sc h lu ss  
d e s  Dogma b e z e ic h n e n * ) The K eno tic  Theory  o f f e r e d  him j u s t  
such  a s o l u t i o n .  By means o f  k e n o s is  th e  God-man cou ld  be 
t r u l y  human and t r u l y  d i v i n e ;  n o t  on ly  would t h i s  s a t i s f y  th e  
demands o f  t r a d i t i o n ,  h i s t o r y  and B i b l i c a l  e x e g e s i s ,  b u t  a l s o  
would g iv e  c r i t i c i s m  a r a t i o n a l  e x p la n a t io n  o f  the  hum anity  
o f  J e s u s  and th e  I n c a r n a t i o n .
"But what to  th e  E v a n g e l i s t s  d id  i n c a r n a t i o n  mean? I t  
meant th e  coming to  be n o t  o f  a Godhead, b u t  o f  a manhood.
1 . F a i r b a i r n ,  Op# C i t . ,  p .  292.2 . I b i d . , p .  i x .3é T hom aeius , G h r i s t i  P e r s o n  und W erk. Bk I I ,  p .  112*
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("D ae* L eb en eb ild  d e s  B r l b s e r s ,  wie e s  i n  den E v a n g e l ie n1v o r l i e g t ,  1 s t  d as  B i ld  e i n e r  w ab rh a f t  m ensch lic lien  
P e r s b n l i o h k e i t , e i n e s  w a h rb a f t  m en sc li l ich en  L eb e n s , - 2m euB chlioh  im v o l l s t e n  und s c h b n s te n  S in n  das  W o r ts .” ) I t s
s p e c i f i c  r e s u l t  was a human, n o t  a D iv in e  p e r s o n ,  whose
h um an ity  was a l l  th e  more r e a l  t h a t  i t  was v o lu n ta r y  o r
s p o n ta n e o u s ,  a l l  th e  more n a t u r a l  t h a t  God r a t h e r  th a n  man
had to  do w i th  i t s  m aking. To th e  E v a n g e l i s t s  th e  most
m ira c u lo u s  th in g  i n  C h r i s t  was H is d e te r m in a t io n  n o t  to  be
m iracu lo u s , ,  b u t  to  l i v e  ou r o rd in a r y  l i f e  am id s t s t r u g g l e s3and i n  th e  f a c e  o f  t e m p ta t io n s  t h a t  n e v e r  c e a s e d . ”
"Hence C h r i s t  was to  th e  E v a n g e l i s t s  a t  once no rm al
man and s u p e r n a t u r a l  p e r so n  -  th e  fo rm e r  i n  a l l  t h a t
p e r t a i n e d  to  H ie p e r s o n a l  e x i s t e n c e  and r e l a t i o n s ,  th e4l a t t e r  i n  a l l  t h a t  co n ce rn ed  H is w o r t .  ” In  a l l  p i iy s ic a l  
a s p e c t s  J e s u s  was a man o f  th e  f i r s t  c e n t u r y ,  who had had
1* Spaced words f o r  em p h as is .S* T hom asius , Op. C i t . ,  Bk. XX, p . 13.3 .  F a i r b a i r n ,  Op. C i t . ,  p .  354.4 .  I b i d , , p ,  355* W.B* Swayne l ik e w is e  s t a t e s :  "But He oamon o t  m ere ly  to  r e c a p i t u l a t e  i n  H im se lf  hum an ity  and human n a t u r e ,  b u t  t o  be th e  P ro p h e t  o f  T r u th ,  t o  d e c l a r e  and r e v e a l  to  men a l l  t h a t  th ey  needed  to  know o f  God and th e  way to  God. Love t h e r e f o r e  im p e l le d  him to  communicate t o  and th ro u g h  H is  Humanity a d iv in e  and i n f a l l i b l e  know ledge. I t  becomes a t  once p o s s i b l e  to  u n d e rs ta n d  how . . . J i a  cou ld  know, b e in g  a t  a d i s t a n c e ,  t h a t  L azaru s  was d e a d ,  w h ile  He c o u ld  a sk  w ith  p e r f e c t  v e r i t y  and s i n c e r i t y ,  ’where have  ye l a i d  h im ?’ ”Our L o rd ’ s Knowledge a s  Man. p . 4 8 ,
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H is  home i n  Judea  and whose a c t u a l ,  te m p o ra l  h i s t o r y  was
1r e c o rd e d  by e v a n ^ l i s t s  and h i s t o r i a n s .  But He was a human 
b e in g  w i th  a d i f f e r e n c e ;  thoug h  p h y s i c a l l y  He was a s  e v e ry ­
one e l s e ,  e t h i c a l l y  and s p i r i t u a l l y  He was g r e a t e r  th a n  a l l ,  
f o r  "The t r u t h  O h r i s t  r e v e a le d  was n o t  man’s ,  b u t  God’ s .  The 
lo v e  t h a t  abode i n  Him was D iv in e . The l i f e  i n  Him was th e  
c r e a t e d  y e t  c r e a t i v e  l i f e *  ( " B e t r a c h t e t  man das ganze 
y. g e s o h % ic h t l ic h e  Leben J e s u ,  so  kann d a r b b e r  k e in  z w e i f e l  s e i n ,  
' d a s s  e s ,  obwohl e i n  m e n s o h l ic h e s , doch von Anfang b i s  zu Bade 
O ffen b a ru n g  g b t t l i c h e n  Lobens und L ic h t e s  i s t .  D iese  O f fe n -
barung  s e t z t  j e d e n f a l l s  e i n  e ig e n th b m lic h e s  V erh M ltn is s  J e s u2zu G-ott v o r a u s , " )  And s o ,  when He a c te d  n o t  f o r  H im s e l f ,
b u t  a s  th e  c a l l e d  o f  God (Heb* 6 * 1 0 ) ,  H is  a c t s  were n a t u r a l l y  5s u p e r n a t u r a l * H is  work was a u n i t y ,  m ira c u lo u s  n o t  a t  one 4p o in t  o r  i n  one t h i n g ,  b u t  i n  a l l  th in g s  and a t  a l l  p o i n t s . "
I n  t h i s  manner 'W n n er  we may see  how F a i r b a i r n  r a t h e r  
in g e n io u s ly  s o lv e s  th e  d i f f i c u l t  p roblem  o f  m a in ta in in g  two 
n a t u r e s  and y e t  p e r s o n a l  u n i t y .  T h is  common denom inato r, 
w hich l i n k s  man and God t o g e t h e r ,  making such s t a t e m e n t s  a s  
n a t u r a l l y  s u p e r n a t u r a l  i n t e l l i g i b l e  and m aking, to  be  s u r e ,  
th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  i t s e l f  p o s s i b l e  i s  F a i r b a i r n ’ s d o c t r i n e  o f
1 . F a i r b a i r n ,  OP. C i t . , p .  356.2 . T h o m asiu s , Op* C i t . - ,  Bk. I I ,  p .  17.3 . My i t a l i c s .4 .  F a i r b a i r n ,  Op. G i t . , p .  356*
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D iv in e  Immanence Qoü does n o t  l o s e  b u t  r a t h e r  r e a l i s e s
H is  b e in g  by H is  immanence i n  n a tu r e  and man, and man does
n o t  c e a s e  to  be h u t  r a t h e r  becomes h im s e l f  th ro u g h  th e  p re s e n c e
and o p e r a t io n  o f  th e  immanent God, (V orausset^ iung  fU r u n s e r
V e r h h l t n i s s  au G o tt  1 s t  jed o ch  d i e  immanente T r in i tM t  n i c h t
im S in n e  e in e s  b lo s s e n  P o s t u l a t e s ,  d as  n u r  w ir  su s e t s e n
g e n b th ig t  w bren , s o n d e rn ,  was wohl zu b e a c h te n ,  a l s  d e r
o b j e c t i v e  R ea lg ru nd  d esse lb e n *  Es h a n d e l t  s i c h  j a  h i e r
ke in esw eg s  urn s u b j e c t i v e  G onsequensen , so n d e rn  urn t h a t s Ë c h l î c h e
B ez ieh ungen  iswischen une und G o t t ,  ml t h i n  auch n i c h t  b io s  urn
Y e rh S ll tn is se  d e s  C h r i s t e n  zu G o t t ;  son d ern  um v â r k l i c h e
V e rh ë i l tn is s e  und Y e rh a l tu n g e w e ise n  G o t te s  zu dem C h r i s t e n ,  um
T h ë t i g k e i t e n  G o t te s  a u f  ih n  und i n  ihm* G erade a u f  d i e s e n
le b e n d ig e n  B eziehungen  G o t te s  zu uns b e r u h t  im se re  G em einschaft
1m it  ihm; e r s t e r e  s in d  d ie  c a u sa  e f f l o i e n s  d e r  l e tz te r n ,* * )
The n a t u r e s  a r e  n o t  c o n t r a d i c t o r y  o r  m u tu a l ly  e x c l u s i v e ,  b u t 
t h e i r  a f f i n i t y  o r  k in s h ip  e x p r e s s e s  t h e i r  r e c i p r o c a l  
s u s c e p t i b i l i t y ,  God i s ,  a s  i t  w e re ,  th e  e t e r n a l  p o s s i b i l i t y  
o f  b e in g  i n c a r n a t e d ,  man th e  perm anent c a p a b i l i t y  o f  in c a r n a t io m
1 . T hom asius , Op, G i t . , Bk, I ,  pp , 6 8 -6 9 ,8 ,  F a i r b a i r n ,  Op. G i t ,  , p .  473,Law ton, 0 o n f l i e t  i n  G h r ls to lo fc v è pp# 137--138, g iv e s  t h i s  summary: ^ % a t  i s  most i m p o r t a n t , most e n d u r in g ,  most s i g n i f i c a n t ,  f o r  God and man, i s  t h i s  inw ard  n a t u r e  w hich th e y  s h a r e  i n  common: what d i v i d e s  them i s  m ere ly  outward à p p e à r a n c è ,  i rx c id e h ta l  a t t r i b u t e s  w hich r e f e r  o n ly  to  tim e n o t  to  e t e r n i t y  -  t o  space  and th e  c i r c u m s t a n t i a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  betw een  God and th e  w orld  a s  i t  now i s * ” '
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U sing  th e  above a s  b a s i s  and g e n e ra l  d e s c r i p t i o n ,
F a i r b a i r n  moves on to  a c o n s t r u c t iv e  developm ent o f  th e
K e n o tic  Theory* The m ain d i f f i c u l t y ,  he s t a t e s ,  l i e s  i n  th e
c o n c e p tio n  o f  th e  Godhead ; b u t t h e r e , a s  w e l l ,  l i e s  th e
s o lu t io n *  Hè en d e av o u rs  to  show t h a t  i t  was n o t  God o r  th e
Godhead which became in c a r n a te  b u t o n ly  th e  Second P e rs o n  o f
th e  T r i n i t y ,  th e  L o g o s , th e  Bon o f  God: , "We sp eak  o f  th e
in c a r n a t io n  o f  G o d , . b u t  i t ,w e r e  more c o r r e c t  to  sp ea k  o f the
in c a r n a t io n  o f  th e  Word o r  th e  Son* J e s u s  C h r i s t  i s  n e i t h e r
God, n o r th e  Godhead I n c a r n a t e ,  b u t He i s  th e  in c a r n a te  Son
o f  God* The d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  c a r d i n a l ;  th e  F a th e r  d id  n o t
become i n c a r n a t e ,  n o r  d id  th e  H oly S p i r i t ,  ,** b u t [an
in c a r n a t io ï^  o n ly  o f  th e  Son *#* What was im p o s s ib le  to  th e
Godhead a s  a whole may w e ll  be p o s s ib le  to  th e  Second Person*
F o r th e  F a th e r  co u ld  n o t be i d e n t i f i e d  w ith  man a s  th e  Son
c o u ld . He was th e  i d e a l  o f  th e  a c t u a l  w o rld ; i t  e x i s t e d  i n
Him b e fo re  i t  w as; He w as, a s  d ep en d en t and r e f l e x i v e  and
r e c e p t i v e ,  th e  sym bol o f  th e  c r e a te d  w ith in  th e  U n c re a te d ;
a s  th e  O b jec t o f  e t e r n a l  lo v e  and S u b je c t  o f  e t e r n a l  th o u g h t ,
He was th e  b a s i s  o f  o b j e c t i v i t y  w i th in  th e  Godhead* And so
i t  was b u t f i t  t h a t  He sh o u ld  m a n ife s t  H is  i d e a l  i n  th e
fo rm s o f  a c t u a l  b e in g ,  e x h ib i t  u n d e r th e  c o n d i t io n s  o f space
and time:, th o se  r e l a t i o n s  o f  th e  e t e r n a l  n a tu r e  w hich th e
1c r e a te d  n a tu r e s  w ere in te n d e d  to  r e a l i z e * ” (Bern V a te r  kaim
1# F a i r b a i r n ,  Op. Oi t*  , pp . 475-476*
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d i e  Menscbwerdung n i c h t  zukonmen, w e l l  e s  d ie  t  r  i n i  t a r i  sohe
E ig e n th ü m lic h k e i t  d e s s e lb e n  i s t , evi/ig i n  s i c h  b l e i b e n d ,
P r i n z i p  des  Sohnes und d e r  ganzen  bkonom ischen H e i lso rd n u n g
m  s e i n ;  dem h* G e i s t  n i c h t ,  w e l l  e s  d e s sen  t r i n i t a r i s o h o
B ig e n th d m lic h k e i t  m it  s i c h  b r i n g t , den  G eg ensa tz  zw ischen
G o t t  und d e r  C r e a tu r e  d u rc h  s e in e  Xnimanenz i n  i h r  zu
v e r m i t t e l n ;  h in g e g e n  d e r  iT y p o s ta t isc h e n  S t e l l u n g  des  S o hnes ,
d e s  a n d e rn  I c h * s d e s  Y a t e r s ,  d e s s e n  K ig e n th ü m lic h k e i t  e s  1 s t ,
den  W il le n  d e s  Y a te r s  h ingebend  zu w o l ie n ,  und d e s s e n
bkonomische W irksam k a it  a s  aben  d e s s e lb e  1 s t ,  d i e  L eb en sg e-
d a rk e n  d es  Y a te r s  o b j e c t i v  h a r a u s z u s e tz e n ,  dem Schue i s t  es
e n t s p r e c h e n d , Menach zu warden; man kaim sagen : s e in e
it r l n i t a r i e c h e  B te l lu m c  bestim m t d a z u . ”
F a i r b a i r n * s  l o g i c a l  and e x p l i c i t  s ta te m e n t  h a r d ly  needs
e x p a n s io n  o r  c l a r i f i c a t i o n *  He has  e x p re s se d  h i s  d o c t r i n e
o f  th e  T r i n i t y  r e l a t i v e  to  th e  p o s i t i o n  and f u n c t i o n  o f  th e
Son* F o r  h i s  deve lopm ent o f  th e  K en o tic  T h eo ry , t h i s  i s  a
g i v e n ; i t ,  j u s t  a s  Ood*s Immanence, i s  p re s u p p o s e d ,  and no
c r i t i c i s m  o f  F a i rb a i rn * B  th o u g h t  i s  v a l i d  u n le s s  th e s e  f i r s t
p r i n c i p l e s  a r e  t a k e n  i n t o  accoun t#
The t r a n s i t i o n  from  Bon o f  God t o  Bon o f  Man demands
k e n o s i s * I f  th e  Son i s  t r u l y  to  e x h i b i t  th e  ” fo rm s o f  a c t u a l8b e in g  , * , .  o f  sp a c e  and t im e ^ ” th e n  t h e r e  must be a supreme '
1* T hom asius , Op# G it#  , 35k* I I ,  pp# 4 9 -5 0 ,  i t a l i c s  i n d i c a t e  spaced  words* s ;  F a i r b a i r n ;  Op* G i t ; , p .  476*
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r e n u n o ia t i o n  on th e  p a r t  o f  th e  Bon* T h is  a c t  o f  
r e n u n c i a t i o n  i s  t h e  k e n o s i s . t h e  s e l f - e m p ty in g  o f  th e  Son; 1th e  fo rm  o f  God i s  r e l i n q u i s h e d  f o r  th e  form  o f  a s e rv a n t#  
" T h is  | k en o s is J  i s  p r e c i s e l y  th e  k in d  o f  term  we sh o u ld
e x p e c t  t o  be used  i f  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  was a r e a l i t y #  I t  must
2have in v o lv e d  s u r r e n d e r ,  h u m i l i a t icm # ” One c a n  s e e  why
F a i r b a i r n  f e l t  i t  n e c e s s a ry  to  i n s i s t  on a s e l f - e m p ty in g  o f  
th e  S o n , f o r  o th e rw is e  t h e  D iv in e  n a t u r e  w ith  a l l  i t s  
n a t u r a l  and in h e r e n t  a t t r i b u t e s  would so overwhelm a s  to  
c o m p le te ly  n e g a te  th e  human n a tu r e  w ith  which i t  i s  to  be 
jo ined*  ("D as G b t t l i c h e  h b e r r a g t  dann g le ic h sa m  das 
M ansch lich e  wie e i n  w e l t e r  K re is  den  e n g e rn ,  e s  g e h t  m it  
selnom  W issen , Le b e n ,  und W irken u n e n d l ie h  v /e it d a r ü b e r  
h i n a u s ,  a l s  das  A u s s e r g e s c h ic h t l i c h e  ü b e r  das Z e i t l i c h e  *#) 
"T here  co u ld  be no r e a l  a ssu m p tio n  o f  th e  n a t u r e ,  th e  fo rm , 
and th e  s t a t u s  o f  th e  c r e a te d  Son, i f  th o se  o f  th e  u n c re a te d
were i n  a l l  t h e i r  i n t e g r i t y  r e ta in e d *  T hese two t h i n g s ,  th e4s u r r e n d e r  and th e  a s s u m p t io n ,  a r e  e q u a l  and c o i n c id e n t # ” 
( In d e s a e n  r e i c h t  d e r  B e g r i f f  e i n e r  A ssum ption noch n i c h t  
v b l l i g  h i n ,  um d i e  g e s c h ic h l i c h e  P e r s o n .des G ottm enschen  zu
1# P h i l i p p i a n s  2;5^11*2 . F a i r b a i r n ,  Op# G i t ,  , p* 476.3 .  T ho m asiu s , Op# O i t # ,  Bk# I I  p ,  141,4 .  F a i r b a i r n ,  Op# G i t # , p# 476 .
21
e r lt lM ran . Wir warden noeli einen. S c l i r i t t  w e l t e r  gehen mÜBsen
■Xb ie  z u r  Annaîme e i n e r  Belb a t  besohrënkung  d es  G o t t l i o h e n . ”
” , # . a l s  Annahne d e r  mens c h l i  chan N a tu r  1 s t  d i e  I n c a r n a t  Io n
z u g le i c h  S e lb a tb e se b rh n k u n g  G o tt e s  d es  Bohnes und umgewandt;
d i e  S e lb s tb e s c h r te lu m g  dee  Solmefô B o t te s  v e r m i t t e l t  d i e
A nnatoe d es  F l e i e e h e s  * * * -  b e id e  Momenta, d e r  Z e i t  und d e r
T ha t naoh  zusam m enfallendg  s in d  v ie lm e h r  n u r  d i e  zwel B e l te n
d e s s e lb e n  Binon A k te s , d u rc h  wolchcm d e r  Gb r i o  bus G o tt e s8gew orden l e t # " )  I t  i s  n o t  a c a s e  o f  th e  Bon s c a l i n g  
H im se lf  down u n t i l  He f i n a l l y  reach ed  human form  b u t  o f  t h e  
Son em p ty ing  H im se lf  o f  th o s e  a s p e c t s  ( a t t r i b u t e s )  Vi^hich 
by t h e i r  D iv in e  n a t u r e  would overpower human n a t u r e .
Human n a t u r e  and D iv in e  n a t u r e  must u n i t e  a t  a l e v e l  a t  
which th e  i n t e g r i t y  o f  th e  two i s  rm in ta in e d *  Only th e n  i s  
t h e r e  a t r u e  u n io n  o f  n a t u r e s ,  a t r u e  God-man. Hence th e  
T heory  i s  c a l l e d  "A b so lu te  D u a l i s t i c  T y p e .”
T h is  d i s c u s s i o n  b r i n g s  us to  th e  q u e s t io n  o f  how th e  
e x ix ia n i t io n  was e f f e c t e d ,  .A gain  F a i r b a i r n  s t a r t s  from  h i s  
c o n c e p t io n  o f  th e  Godhead* The e s s e n t i a l  a t t r i b u t e s  o f  
th e  Godhead a r e  t r u t h  and l o v e ,  th e  e t h i c a l  a t t r i b u t e s *
T hese  a r e  th e  a t t r i b u t e s  which d e te rm in e  th e  t r u e , b a s i c  
n a tu r e  o f  t h e  Godhead* (Indom e r  m en so h lich e  H a tu r  amiehmend
1. T ho m as iu s ,  Op* O i t * ,  Bk* X I,  p* 141, 
2é  Ib id *  # p* 144*8* i d * ,  3* F a i r b a i r n ,  Op* O i t * , p* 476 *
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i n  d e r  UmwohrHnktheit m ensoh liohen  D ae e in s  \mi\ Lebens 
e x lB o ire n  b e g i i m t ,  l e t  uiicl b l e ib t .  e r  ganz E r  s e l b s t :  d e r  S o to  
Q o t t e s . w e s e a t l io h  e i n s  m it  dem V a te r ,  d a s  a b s o lu t e  L eb en , 
d i e  a b s o l u t e  W a h rh e i t ,  H e i l i g k e i t  und L ie b e ,  d a e e e lb e  lo h ^
w elches  im und b e i  G o t t  war und G o t t  war. Igs f e h l t
Xi t o  n i o h t a ,  was G ott e  w e se n t11oh l o t  um O o tt  zu s e i n * " )
The p l iy e io a l  a t t r i b u t e s , onm ipo tenoe , o m a ls c ie n o e ,  and omni­
p re se n c e  a r e  n o t  e s s e n t i a l  to  th e  Godhead b u t  a r e  e s s e n t i a l  
t o  God, i*G# e s s e n t i a l  to  th e  O rea to r-G od  who i s - i n  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  H is  c r e a t i o n ,  o r  a r e  th e  e x t e r n a l  im n i -  
f e e t a t i o n e  o f  th e  i n t e i m a l ,  e e s e n t i a l  a t t r i b u t e s  o f  t h e
Godhead. "God a c t s , "  eay e  F a i r b a i r n ,  " a s  th e  Godliead2
i s . ” ( H ie h ts  cleeto w en ig e r  l e t  d i e  K m ied r ig u n g ^ so g ie io h
E n t^ u e e e ru n g ,  f o r t g e e e t z t e  E n th ueo erung  d e r  g ^ t t l i c h e n
S e in e  -  und W irîam gew eiee , d e re n  e r  Bioli m it  d e r
P le ieo h w erd u n g  begeben  h a t ,  und ebon d am it  d e r  eo gena im ten
r e l a  t i v e n  g o t  t  l i c h e n  F i ig e n sc h a f te n  i n  denen  d i e  immanenten
naeh  au e een  h in  s i c h  m a n ! f e a t I r e n  und z u r  B rseh e in u n g3konmeiï: d o r  A l lm a c h t ,  A l l w i e e e n h e i t ,  A llg eg en w art* "}  The
e x t e r n a l  a t t r i b u t e s  a r e  u n d e r  th e  comumnd o f  th e  i n t e r n a l
a t t r i b u t e s  -  "The e x te rn a l ,  a lo n e  m ight c o n s t i t u t e  a c r e a t o r ,
b u t  n o t  a  D e i ty ;  th e  i n t e r n a l  would make ou t o f  a D e i ty  4th e  C r e a  t  o r  *”
i # .n  w i  w hiw».:» ij ,« w  u* 14
1# ThOitîBSiûB, Op* G i t * , Bk. I I ,  p .  800. I n  o th e r  p l a c e s ,
e* g . Ib id #  p .  8 8 6 ,  " d e r  a b e o lu te n  Macht" i s  in c lu d e d .8# F a i r b a i r n ,  Op. G i t . , p . 476.5 . T h o m as iu s , Op. G i t * ,  Bit. XX, p* 267#4* F a i r b a i r n ,  Op# G i t * , p .  476#
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"W h a tev e r ,  oo u ld  he e u r r e n d p re d ,  th e  e tW .o a l
a t t r l b u t e e  and q u a l i t i e s  oouXd n o t ;  b u t  God may o ^ ly  seem
th e  more G o d lil te  i f ,  I n  o b ed len o e  t o  th e  e t h i c a l , He l i m i t
1 .o r  r e e t r a i n  o r  v e i l  th e  phy a icm l*"  (B o , a l e  e t h i e e h e ,  n i c h t
a l e  p l iy e is o h e ,  T h a t h e i l i g e n  Celioreame und er?3armender L leb e8w i l l  d i e  ganze  E rn ie d r ig u n g  g e f a e a t  s e i n , )  The o b l i g a t i o n
wMoh de%nanded suoh  a  e a o r i f i o e  by God w as, ao m igh t be3 4e x p e c te d ,  a m o ra l o b l i g a t i o n ,  th e  e a l v a t i o n  o f  th e  a in n e r .
( B r e t  d e r  B l n t r i t t  d e r  SHnde h a t  d i e  Menaohiverdunp; dee  Bohnee0G o t te a  no tw end ig  gemaoht ***) " B u t ,"  aa  F a i r b a i r n  e o n t i n u e e ,
"no suoh  n e c e s s i t y  demanded t h a t  each  o f  t l ie  D iv in e  P e rso n a
shou ld  e v e ry  moment e x e r o i s e  a l l  th e  p h y s i c a l  a t t r i b u t e s  o f
Godé Â n ü  t h i s  s u r r e n d e r  th e  Bon made whan He em ptied6H im se lf  and assumed th e  foz^m o f  a  s e r v a n t t h a t  He m ight 
save  man# iFairbairx i i s  am zious to  p o i n t  o u t  ( a s  h in te d  
a1)ove) t h a t  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  d o es  n o t  so  much l i m i t  a s  o o n c e e l  
Ood^s p h y s i c a l  a t t r i b u t e s ,  j u s t  a s  "The p h y s i c a l  u n iv e r s e
1# F a i r b a i r n ,  Op. O i t # ,  p# 476-477# Bee a l s o  W#8# Bwayne, Oar Lord ^s jWwlMge^^^a # P# 88#8# T h o m as iu s , Op* O i t # , Bit* I I ,  p* 836#
3# As m en tioned  e a r l i e r  (ppA O -l*^ , th e  bond w hich  u n i t e s  Godemcl man i s  God^s imrnanenee which e s t a b l i s h e s ,  a " r e o i p r o o a l  s u s c e p t i b i l i t y "  and makes such  o b l i g a t i o n s  p o s s ib le #4* F a i r b a i r n ,  Op* O i t # , p# 477#3# T hom asiu s , Op# G it#  , 35k# I I ,  pp# 8-3#6# 3 ? a i r b a l rn ,  Op* G i t # ,  p# 477#
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Ic irc u m B e r ib e a  th e  u b i q u i t y  o f  G od,” :uo* th e  Bon o f God 
h as  r e l i n q u i s h e d  th e  p l iy a io a l  a t t r i b u t e s  ( b u t  He, a l o n e , h as
done s o l )  and become man, so  t h a t  God^s m a n i f e s t a t i o n  I s  a t2t h e  same tim e God^s concea lm en t* .
The u n io n  o f  th e  d e p o t e n t i a t e d  Logos w i th  human natux^e
c a u s e s  no new prob lem s f o r  th e  t h e o lo g ia n ,  "T here  i s ,  I n
t r u t h ,  no d i f f i c u l t y  in v o lv e d  i n  I l ls  u n io n  w i th  human n a t u r e
t h a t  i s  n o t  e q u a l l y  In v o lv e d  i n  Hla r e l a t i o n  to  m a t e r i a l  n a t u r e ,
w h ich , h o w ever, v a s t , i s  n o t  so  n e a r  th e  I n f i n i t e  a s  man, and
however o l d ,  had n o t  so much o f  e t e r n i t y  w i th in  i t  a s  h i s  3m ind ."  T h is  u n io n  w i th  human n a t u r e  i s  a p e r s o n a l  u n ion
based  upon th e  e t h i c a l  r e a l i t y  o f  God^a im m n en ce ;  th e  u n i t y
o f  p e r s o n a l i t y  which r e s u l t s  i s  J e s u s  C h r i s t ,  th e  God-man,
i n  Whom each  n a t u r e  i s  f u l l y  r e a l i z e d  th ro u g h  th e  c o n d i t i o n in g
o f  th e  o th e r#  "The p e r s o n ,  to  be  r e a l ,  must be a u n i t y ,  f o r4two w i l l s  o r  minds were two p e r s o n s # " (B ie  g e l t e n  dem selben  
B u b je c te ,  dernselbea I c h  -  and d as  n i c h t  s o ,  a l s  ob d a s s e lb e  
e in m al a l s  m e n s c h l ic h e s ,  d a s  anderem al a l s  g b t t l i c h e s ,  o d e r
1 . F a i r b a i r n , Op« G i t # ,  p# 478#8# I t  sh o u ld  be n o ted  h e r e  t h a t  th e  r e l i n q u i s h i n g  o f  th e  p h y s i c a l  a t t r i b u t e s  by th e  Bon does n o t  n e g a te  th e  t r i u n e  n a t u r e  o f  th e  Godhead f o r  F a i r b a i r n #  The i n t e r n a l  a t t r i b u t e s  o f  t r u t h  a n d / l o v e ,  th e  e s s e n t i a l  a t t r i b u t e s ,  a r e  l e f t  i n t a c t  thereby#  The e s s e n t i a l .  " n a t u r e  o f  th e  Godhead i s  m a in ta in e d  th ro u g h o u t  th e  
I n c a rn a t io n *3# F a i r b a i r n ,  Op* O i t * , p# 478*
25
a l s  g b t t l i c h e s  mud m enschX iches g ed ao h t w â re ,  so n d e rn  e s  i s t
d a sB c ib e  B ine I e h ,  w olohos s i c h  d es  v o r w e l t l i c h e n  S e in e  b e l
G o t t  und d es  i n n e r w e I t 11ohen m en sc h lic h e n  B e in s  a i d  s e in e sXzuB tan das  bew usat 1 s t  .* * )  "But th e  n a t u r e s ,  i f  He i s  to  
be q u a l i f i e d  f o r  H is  w ork , must be d i s t i n c t #  Only t h e i r  
i n t e g r i t y  must n o t  be d ev e loped  i n t o  an tag o n ism  o r  inoom - 
p a ta b lX i ty *  The u n io n  w i th in  th e  P e rs o n  i s  n o t  a  work o f  
mere o m n ip o te n ce , b u t  e x p r e s s e a a r e a l  a f f i n i t y ,  e t h i c a l l y  
m e d ia te d ,  though  p e r s o n a l l y  r e a l i s e d *  And th e  n a t u r e s  i n  
t h e i r  un ion  c o n d i t i o n  each  o t h e r ;  b ec au se  o f  t h e i r  k in s h ip  
a r e a l  and r e c i p r o c a l  oom m unicatio  id iom atum  i s  p o s s ib le *  
Hence by i t s  u n io n  w ith  th e  D e l ty  th e  hum anity  i s  n o t  
s u p e rse d e d  o r  d im in i s h e d ,  b u t  r a t h e r  e x e r c i s e d ,  r e a l i s e d ,  
and e n la r g e d # ” (Was C h r is tu m  a l e  Mensohen v o r  den  Ü b rig en  
a u B s e ie h n e t ,  1 s t  d i e s s ,  class e r  da m en so h lich e  We se n  i n  
s e i n e r  v o i l e r  R e in h e i t  b e s i t z t ;  n i c h t  a l s  wSre e r  d e r  
Complex d e r  g a n se n  M enschhe it  -  e r  i s t  e in  In d iv id u u m  neben  
a n d e rn ;  a b e r  w e l l  e r  d i e  e t h i s c h e  V ollkom m enhelt v o r  ih n e n  
vorauB h a t ,  s t e h t  e r  auch  a l s  Mensch an  W e s e n e t ie fe  und 
W e s a n s fd l le  hoch  b b e r  ih n e n ;  demi a u f  i h r  b e ru h t  d i e  v o i l e  
W ah rh e it  und B oh bnh e it  d e r  m e n sc h lic b e n  H a t u r , a u f  i h r  d i e  
k l a r  S e lb s t  -  und G o t t e s e r k e n n t n i s s , a u f  i h r  d i e  v o i l e  
Macht ü b e r  s i c h  s e l b s t  und d i e  wahre Lebens -  und T h a t k r a f t
. . i i !i(i <ii 1 1 1 # .»  mm*   i
1 .  ThomasxuBj Op. O i t » ,  Bk» I I ,  p .  84. 
8 .  P a i3 ? M irn ,  Op* O i t .  , pp . 4 ? 8 ^ 7 9 .
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n ac h  aussen*.) "And by i t s  u n io n  w i th  th e  hum anity  the
D e i ty  i s  n o t  d i s c h a r g e d  o r l e s s e n e d ,  b u t  r a t h e r  a c t u a l i z e d ,8p e r s o n a l i z e d ,  made a r ticu lâ t*© * "  (Das a b s o lu t e  Lefoen, 
w e lch es  das  We s e n  d e r  G o t t h e i t  i s t ,  e x i s t i r t  i n  d e r  engen 
B egrenzung e in e s  ird ise h -^ m e n so h lic h e n  L eb en s , d i e  a b s o lu te  
H e i l l g k e i t  und W ah rh e it  d i s s e  W ssensfoGstivrmtheiten d es  
C rb t t l i c h e n ,  e n tw io k e ln  s i c h  i n  d e r  Form m en sc h lic h e n  
D enkens,und  W o lle n s ,  d i e  a b s o lu t e  L ieb e  h a t  m e n sc h lic h e  
G e s t a l t  gewonnen, s i e  l e b t  a l s  m e n sc h l ic h e s  Q e f h h l ,  a l s  
m e n s c h l ic h e s  Empfindung i n  dem H erzen  d i e s e s  M ensohen, d ie  
a b s o l u t e  F r e i h e i t  i n  d e r  Form m e n s c h l ic h e r  Belbstbestim niung* 
Der Sohn G ott e s  h a t  s i c h  a u s a e rh a lb  d e r  von ihm a s s u m ! r te n  
m en sc h lic h e n  A r t  n i c h t  e i n  b e so n d e re s  F U r s i c h s e in ,  e i n  
b e a o n d e re s  B e w u s s ts te in . ,  e i n e n  besondereri  W irk u n g sk ra is  
Oder Macht b e s i t z  v o r b e h a l t e n ,  n i c h t  und n i rg e n d s  e x i s t i r t  
e r  a u s a e rh a lb  d es  F l e i s c h o s  (xiec Yerbum e x t r a  causern nec 
c a ro  e x t r a  Verbum) # e r  1 s t  i n  d e r  T o t a l ! t â t  s e i n e s  Wesens 
Mensch gew orden , s e in e  B x is te n z -u n d  Lebensform  1 s t  d i e  e in e s  
g e i s t l e i b l i . c h e n ,  z e itrh u m X ich  b e d in g te n ,  M.enschen* H in -  
w iederum , und d as  i s t  n u r  d i e  a n d e re  B e i t e  d e s a e lb e n  
V e r b a l t n i s s e s , h inw iederum  i s t  d ie  m ensoh liche  H a tu r  ganz 
i n  d as  G b t t l io h e  aufgenoimien und v b l l i g  von ihm d u rch d ru n g en ; 
a i e  h a t  wader e i n  b e so n d e re s  m e n sc h l ic h e s  B e w u s s ts e in ,  noch
1* T hom asius , Op* O i t » ,  Bk^ I I ,  pp* 808-809* 8* F a i r b a i r n ,  Op* O i t .  , p .
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e i n e  beaondCre m enaoh liohe  Willenebevvegung f ü r  s i c h  im
iJ n te r s c b ie d  von d e r  d ee  L o g o s , g le ic h w ie  d i e s e r  n i c h t e  h a t ,
was n i c h t  u n m i t t e lb a r  d e r  a o su m ir te n  M ensch he it e i g n e t e ;
i n  ih re m  m en sc h lic h e n  Denkan, W ollen und K&nneix v o l l z i e h t1s i c h  d a s  s e in ig e # )
"F o r  th e  work d e s ig n e d  th e  manhood was c a p a b le  o f  
r e c e i v i n g  th e  0-odhood, and th e  Godhood was c a p a b le  o f  p e r s o n a l  
u n io n  w ith  th e  manhood# The p e r f e c t i o n  o f  th e  hum an ity  w h ile  
r e a l i z e d  i n  t im e ,  e x p re s s e d  what was o f  e t e r n i t y ,  -  th e  
p e r f e c t i o n  o f  th e  Godhood, n o t  t h e  p h y s i c a l  a t t r i b u t e s  
which be longed  t o  th e  C r e a t o r ,  b u t  th e  i n n e r  q u a l i t i e s ,  
th e  h id d e n  lo v e s  and e n e r g i e s  which were th e  God o f  
God. And so He w as , i n  a s e n s e , a d o u b le  i n c a r n a t i o n  -  
o f  manhood and Godhood# I n  Him hum anity  was r e a l i z e d  b e f o re
God and r e v e a le d  t o  man; i n  Him God was r e v e a le d  to  man by2Godhood b e in g  r e a l i z e d  b e f o r e  h im ,”
T here  i s  c e r t a i n l y  much to  approve i n  F a i r b a i r n  
a p p ro a c h  to  O h r is to lo g y *  Mot o n ly  has  he acco m p lish ed  th e  
t a s k  he s e t  f o r  h i m s e l f ,  b u t  h i s  e x p o s i t i o n  o f  th e  K en o tic  
T h eo ry  o f  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  h a s  en a b le d  him t o  make s e v e r a l  
new emphases i n  C h r i s t o l o g i o a l  t h i n k in g ,  F a i r b a i r n * s  th e o ry  
i s  w e l l  g rounded i n  th e  B i b l i c a l  w i tn e s s  t o  th e  l i f e ,  w ork , 
and P e rso n  o f  J e s u s  C h r i s t , f o r ,  a s  Bruce p o i n t s  o u t ,
1 , T hom asius , Op, O i t , , Bk, I I ,  p ,  201#
2 , F a i r b a i r n ,  Op* O i t * , p . 479 .3* Bee above p ,  15.
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"The v e ry  aim o f  t h e  [K enotio  th e o r y  i s  t o  show how th e
e t e r n a l l y  p r e - e x i s t e n t  Son o f  God #.* made H im se lf  c a p a b le1o f  I n c a r n a t i o n  a f t e r  th e  manner re c o rd e d  i n  th e  G o sp e ls* "
A l l  th e  e v id e n c e  o f  t h i s  w i t n e s s , how ever, h as  been  tem pered
t o  s t r e n g t h  by F a i r b a i r n * s  use  o f  l i i e t o r i e a l  and l i t e r a r y
c r i t i c i s m *  I t  i s  t h i s  em phasis  w hich  g iv e s  a c e r t a i n  d eg ree
o f  s c i e n t i f i c  su p p o r t  t o  th e  K en o tic  T h e o ry ,  which o t h e r
O h r i a t o l o g i e s  have n o t  m erited*
I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  s u p p o r t in g  a B i b l i c a l  t h e o lo g y ,  F a i r b a i r n
h a s  k e p t  w i th in  th e  l i m i t s  o f  th e  t r a d i t i o n a l  d e f i n i t i o n  o f
o rth o d o x  O h r i a to l o g y ,  i*e*  t h a t  J e s u s  C h r i s t  i s  th e
I n c a r n a t i o n  o f  th e  D iv in e  Logos and h as  become th e  God-man
by a p e r f e c t  un io n  o f  n a tu r e s *  T h is  i s  i m p o r t a n t ,  f o r  i t
h a s  g iv e n  th o s e  r a t i o n a l i s t s  who have wanted to  rem a in
w i th in  th e  p a l e  o f  o r th o d o x y  and have w a n te d ,  a t  th e  same
t im e ,  t o  m a in ta in  t h e i r  i n t e g r i t y ,  a  l o g i c a l ,  s c i e n t i f i c
d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  th e  I n c a rn a t io n *  H e re ,  a g a in  th e  K eno tic2T heory  h as  th e  n a t u r e  o f  a  "u n io n  O h r ia to lo g y "*  S t i l l  
w i th in  t h i s  fram ew ork o f  o r th o d o x y ,  th e  T heory  h a s  e n a b le d  
F a i r b a i r n  to  em phasize  th e  hum anity  o f  J e s u s .  J e s u s  was 
a  r e a l  nan  who l i v e d  th e  l i f e  o f  a  f i r s t  c e n tu r y  Jew i n  
Judea* He was a  r e a s o n a b le  B e in g ,  l im i t e d  to  t im e ,  s p a c e ,  
and norm al developm ent* He was a man who t r u l y  u n d e rs to o d
1 .  B ru c e ,  The H u m i l ia t io n  o f  C h r i s t * p .  164» 
2» See C h a p te r  1 ,  " H i s t o r i c a l  B ackground ."
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Wm&n. f o r  He was one o f  thorn; - He wao " a  nran o f  oorrow o
ânil açQomloWi with grief*" Sueli a sharp, vivid platuro of
t h e  h l s t o r l o a l  Joouo had lo n g  boon w o d o d  to  balmnoG th e
oopormtoral; tho two pictiireo moot bo hold in juxtaposition,
0A@ Palrbalm fè lt  the Kenotio Theory eneblod him to do this*
Another emphaolo well made by Palrhalrn mo that of the
divlm love revealed, manifested really, in the Inonrmtlon
Iteelf# By thé perfect union of natures, i t  wae not only
poeoible but the nature of Ohriot to (ray&ifoet -love#X"In Ohriet; love ahd'righteouenoGO were Incarnate*" %
t h i o  T heo ry  auoh g i a n t o  o f  B i b l i c a l  e x p re a e io n  an  *aod ao
nlovod the ivorld that He gave Hie o%ily-begotten Son" attain  
their true, fu ll etatuo* This great, ineomprehenoible love 
which motivated the inoarnatioa now le  with the Son and 
thereby mndo acceacible to every man in a now and gloriouo 
way* But euoh an expreeèlôn of divine love le  not effected  
without great coot particularly*' to God Hlmoolf* Tho 
Kenotio Theory, with Ita amphaala Upon Bclf-'Ourraaaer of 
the eon, enablee Fairbairn to give due omphacla to the 
G6iorlfloG and auffarlng of 6W occaBlo%%W by the Iwarmtion* 
"#*** man*a e v il and mieery became the impulse to epook and 
to help: and what did a l l  thle mean but tim dieclomro of Ilia
1* F à irb a lT O f  op# o i t # ,  p .  488# 8# fôt» Jolœ Sîl6#
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s u f f e r i n g  by th e  s u r r e n d e r  o f  th e  Son? But th e  s u r r e n d e r  # * #
r e p r e s e n te d  th e  s a c r i f i é e  and th e  p a s s io n  o f  t h e  whole Godhead#
Here d e g re e  and p r o p o r t i o n  .are o u t  o f  p l a c e ;  were i t  n o t ,  we
m ight say  th e  F a th e r  s u f f e r e d  more i n  g iv in g  th a n  th e  Son
i n  b e in g  g iven#  lie who gave t o  d u ty  had n o t  t h e  rew ard  o f
Him who r e j o i c e d  to  do i t *  Though we sp eak  b u t  i n  t h e  l i m i t e d
lan g u ag e  o f  o u r own c o n d i t i o n s  ### must n o t  th e  a c t  by which
th e  Son em p tied  H im se lf  have  a f f e c t e d  a n d , , a s  i t  w e re ,
im p o v erish ed  th e  Godhead? The two th in g s  a r e  c o in c id e n t  and
in s e p a r a b le *  h e r e  p r e - e m i n e n t ly ,  one member c o u ld  n o t  s u f f e r
w i th o u t  a l l  s u f f e r in g *  The h u m i l i a t i o n  o f  th e  Son in v o lv e d
th e  v i s i b l e  p a s s i o n  and d e a t h ,  b u t  th e  s u r r e n d e r  by t h e
F a th e r  in v o lv e d  th e  sorrov; t h a t  was t h e . i n v i s i b l e  s a c r i f i c e  #*
’H e re in  i s  l o v e ,  n o t  t h a t  we lo v ed  God, b u t  t h a t  He lov ed  
, ' 1 u s ,  and s e t  H is  Boa to  be  th e  p r o p i t i a t i o n  f o r  ou r s i n s * ’ "
However, t h e  d e g re e  o f  soundness  o f  any  th e o r y  i s
e s t a b l i s h e d  more by a d v e rs e  c r i t i c i s m  th an  by f a v o u r a b l e ,  and
we s h a l l  now ex a m in e , f i r s t  o f  a l l ,  th e  o b j e c t i o n s  which 2have been  r a i s e d  w i th in  th e  s t r u c t u r e  o f  th e  T heory  i t s e l f #  
F i r s t ,  t h e r e  i s  some q u e s t io n ^ a s  to  th e  l o g i c  o f  th e  k e n o s i s  
d e s c r ib e d  above# I f  th e  s u r r e n d e r  o f  th e  p h y s i c a l  a t t r i b u t e s
1# F a i r b a i r n ,  Op# O i t # , p* 484*
2k  Borne o f  t h e  c r i t i c i s m s  b ro u g h t  by A*B. B ruce a g a in s t  Thom asius a r e  i n c o r p o r a t e d  i n  th e  c r i t i c i s m s  o f  F a i r b a i r n *  I  f e e l  t h a t  t h e  g r e a t  s i m i l a r i t y  i n  th e  th o u g h t  o f  t h e  two K e n o t i o i s t s  j u s t i f i e s  t h i s  l i b e r t y #
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Iand th e  a s su m p tio n  o f  human n a t u r e  were e q u a l  and c o i n c i d e n t , 
two a s p e c t s  o f  t h e  aame D iv in e  a c t ,  th e n  a  p rob lem  o f  l o g i c  
d o es  a r i s e s  how i s  i t  p o s s i b l e  f o r  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n ,  a s  
a s su m p tio n  o f  human n a t u r e ,  to  be a n  a c t  o f  o m n ip o te n ce , 
when, a t  th e  same tim e  t h e  I n c a r n a t i o n  in v o lv e s  a  l o s s  o f  
om nipotence th ro u g h  s u r r e n d e r  o f  th e  p h y s io a l  a t t r i b u t e s ?  
L o g ic a l ly  i t  i s  n o t  p o s s i b l e  f o r  one a c t  o f  w i l l  t o  have 
two such  c o n t r a r y  e f f e c t s , B
1* See a b o v e ,  p* 20*2# B ru c e ,  p# 179# Though B ruce o r i g i n a l l y  b r in g s  t h i s  c h a rg e  a g a i n s t  T ho m asiu s , i t  i s  more t e l l i n g  a g a i n s t  F a i r b a i r n ,  f o r  Thom asius méikes a s u b t l e  d i s t i n c t i o n  (perh fip s  w rong ly ) be tw een  a b s o l u t e  power and om nipo tence:D ie a b s o lu t e  M acht, v/ohl m  u n te r s c l ie id e n  von d e r  A llm aeh t ’welohe d ie  B e th h t ig u n g  d e r  a b s p lu t e n  Macht am dem E n d l io h e n  i s t ) ,  1 s t  d e r  d u rc h  A ndëres  u n b e d in g te , s e i n e r  s e l b s t  vollkomman m&chtige W i l l e ;  s i e  h a t  d a s
Bie i s t  siuoh n i c h t  s c h le o h te  B c h r a n k e n lo s ig k e i t , : so n d e rn  s t e h t  g anz  im D ie n e te  d e s  W i l l e n s , und s c h l i e é s t  d a h e r ,  um d l e s s  o o g le ic h  h i e r  m  b em erkeh ,^  d i e  M o g lic h k e i t  d e r  S e lbstbesohrM nkung  i s t  n i c h t  S r l a i d e n  e in e s  Zwangs von a u s e e n ,  so n d e rn  s e l b s t -  ' beetim m ungi B elbstbestin iinung  a b e r  e ig n e t  d e r  a b s o lu t a n  ... P e r s b n l i o h k e i t , "  T h o m asiu s , Op# O i t * ,  Bk* I ,  p* 54#
Buoh a  d i s t i n c t i o n ,  how ever, do es  n o t  s o lv e  th e  p ro b lem  b u t m e re ly  pu sh es  i t  b ac k  one s tep#  I f  the  A llm aeh t which i s  l o s t  i s  th e  B e th â t im m g . how i s  u n io n  o f  t h e  two d i s t i n c t  n a t u r e s  to  ta k e  p la c e ?T h a t  s u r e l y  in v o lv e s  " p r a c t i c e ” o r  " p r a c t i c a l  proof*”I f  it i s  a rg u ed  t h a t  a b s o lu t e  Macht c o m p le te ly  c o v e r s  auch  an  a c t ,  th a n  t h e r e  woulii he no r e a s o n  f o r  e v e r  h a v in g  o r  m e n t io n in g  A llm a e h t#
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Seooxid, I n  t h i s  T heory  t h e r e  i s  a l a c k  o f  c o n t i n u i t y  
i n  th e  lo v e  w hich m o t iv a te d  th e  In c a rn a t io n s .  "The lo v e  w hich  
moved th e  Son o f  God t o  become man coneumecl i t s e l f  a t  one 
s t r o k e  * à  m ig h ty  im p u lse  o f  f r e e  s e l f - c o n s c i o u s  lo v e  
c o n s t r a in e d  th e  e t e r n a l  Son to  descend  i n t o  h u m a n ity ,  and i n  
th e  d e s c e n t  t h a t  lo v e  l o s t  i t s e l f  f o r  y e a r s ;  t i l l  a t  l e n g t h  
th e  man J e s u s  found o u t  t h e  s e c r e t  o f  H is  b i r t h ,  and th e  
su b lim e  s p i r i t  o f  s e l f - s a c r i f i c e  to  which i t  owed i t s  o r i g i n ,  
and made t h a t  s p i r i t  H is  own, s a id  Amen tq  t h e  mind which 
to o k  shape  i n  th e  K en o s is  and r e s o lv e d  t h e n c e f o r t h  to  a c t  o n
Ïi t ,  and so  r e u n i t e d  the  b ro k e n  th re a d  o f  p e r s o n a l  i d e n t i t y . " 
F o r th e  span  o f  c h i ld h o o d  and e a r l y  y o u t h , . t h e  Logos was 
a s l e e p  o r  u n c o n s c io u s .  Thus He can n o t p o s s i b l y  have th e
em pathy w i th  c h i l d r e n  and y o u th  which He h a s  w ith  a d u l t s  -9empathy f o r  w hich H is  e x p e r ie n c e  f i t t e d  Him# "On t h i s  
a c c o u n t , ” sa y s  B ru c e ,  "one d e s i d e r a t e s  a way o f  making th e
Logos accommodate H im se lf  t o  th e  human deve lopm ent o th e rw is e3th a n  by d e p o t e n t i a t i o n #  B o rn e r ,  o n ' t h i s ’p o i n t  o f
1# B ru c e , The H u m i l ia t io n  o f  C h r i s t ,  pp# 175-176#9* " C h r i s t  i s  n o t  s im p ly  a T ea ch e r  b u t  a R edeem er, a S a v io u r .  The R edem ption  o f  man and th e  f u l f i l m e n t  o f  h i s  d e s t i n y  i s  n o t  w rought by a m o ra l  o r  s p i r i t u a l  u n io n  w i th  God l a i d  open by C h r i s t ,  o r  e s t a b l i s h e d  i n  C h r i s t ,  b u t  by a u n io n  o f  hum anity  w i th  God e x te n d in g  to  th e  whole o f  man’ s  n a tu r e  and m a in ta in e d  th ro u g h  d e a th .W hile th e  w r i t e r  to  th e  Hebrews i n s i s t s  w ith  th e  g r e a t e s t  f o r c e  upon t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  a c t i o n  o f  C h r i s t ,  he r e s t s  th e  fo u n d a t io n  o f  t h i s  u n io n  upon C h r i s t ’ s  e a r t h l y  e x p e r i e n c e .  C h r i s t  ’ s h a re d  i n  b lood  and f l e s h ’ ( v* 1 4 )  ^ and ’was i n  a l l  t h i n g s  made l i k e  t o  H is  b r e t h r e n ’ (v# 1 7 )# ” B .F . W e s tc o t t ,  The É p i s t l e  
t o  th e  H ebrew s, p .  59#3 .  B ru ce , Op# C i t . ,  p .  176.r
ss
eoH Èinw ity* oojra , '*Poi? if . t t e  Logo© üao g iv e n  op His
eSejpeal ealS’-eonooioos Beiîig, ®h©ne i© Hto love aupli%:;?,A t h a t  lim e* Love B l th o o l  eGlf<-oo«oeiou0n.eo0 i c  a n
impoooibilifcy* I f ,  in tuienoj? to tM o, aelf«"Goneeloueu0eo
of the Logos io êefeMoa, o aool oojieoiousneoo of tî5©
iR O om aW  m ost a l s o  feo â e f e n â e â ,  f o r  He wooM b e  s e l f -
o o n eo io o c  n o t  o n lF  a s  à  ï)iv in e  Person, but a l s o  a s  a  -1aiBMltoaeooeitef, However, tiïio contraâicts wbat both0fhonaelae anS Fairbairn have miû about u n i t y  aisfl cannot8be eoÊtaineû# I f  i t  i s  malntalnoJ that this loot love 
l'tnmimâ with the gather onfl the Holy S p ir it, th is s t i l l  
does not explain or negate the lack of continuity la  the
1, Weeton, The One.Ohriat * p* 119.0, See above py, 84- 86*8* ShoBiOeioo would answer such a oritioism  by inaintssiniïîg that lOvo was »ot lo st but coueentmted within ti^ e Inommate -  a© coiacentratod power: "Dem die Potem lo t ,  wiè sehon dor Ahearuek anueutet, .nicht et was Ohraa*Sehti£{ei!3 odor ï.eeres,, sondern da© in seinem tlofinsieroien ©runde sueaffanen gofasst© Weoen, die aoQ der Peripherie dor ÿirsohelnung" und AetuotitSt in  sich eoncontsrirto unend liohe FHlle, mlche ebendeshalb die Macht ihrer selbst lo t , Und dieoo Macht trhgt aooh das ghttlioh© heihstbévocetccih •••' (Bk. I I ,  p* 848. )
. B r a c e ,  h o w ev er , e f fco .t iV G ly  aaaw ore t h i s  argum ont " i la s  t h i s  ’F o tensj’ power a t  w i l l  t o  r a d i a t e  f o r t h  to  the c lroood te rono e  o f  R tanifeetation i n  a c t i o n ,  o r  i o  it u n d e r  a n e c e s s i t y  o f  r e m l n i n g  a t  t h e  c e n t r e  ocmflncâ to a mere mathematloel point? I f  the fo r m e r  a lte r n a tiv e  be adopted *** then there i e  r e a l l y  no d c p o t © s t i a t i o n ,  b u t  o n ly  a  chan;?© i n  t h e  mode o f  i m a i f e s t l n g  and © k o rc ie in g  pow er. I f  th e  l a t t e r  a lte r n a tiv e  b e  ad o p ted  « ,  t h e n  * P o t e n s ' ,  l a  s p i t e  o f  th e  p r o t e s t  o f  ‘Shosrasiuo , i o  p m o t i c a l l y  e q u i v a l e n t  t o  i t^p o to n G e ," B ru c e ,  Op, O i t , ,  p, 174»
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l i f e  o f  th e  Logoe# b u t  o n ly  makes one wonder why an  I n c a r n a ­
t i o n  a t  a l l  i f  l o v e  d id  n o t  come down a t  C h r i s tm a s .
T h ird s  t h e r e  i s  some q u e s t i o n  a s  t o  t h e  e f f e o t i y c n e s s  o f  
t h e  p e r s o n a l  u n i t y  r e s u l t i n g  fro m  t h e  u n io n  o f  t h e  d e p o te n ­
t i a t e d  Logos w i th  human n a tu r e *  I f  t r u e  u n i t y  i s  t o  be  
o b t a in e d  and t h e r e  i s  t o  be a  t r u e  oom m unioatio  id iom atum  
r e s u l t i n g  i n  one " I , ” t h e n  b o th  n a t u r e s  m u s t be o f  e q u a l  
m agn itude#  O th e rw ise#  i f  t h e  human n a t u r e  p r e v a i l e d #  t h e r e  
w ould  be no  r e a l  I n c a r n a t i o n ,  f o r  a l l  l i f e  would be o o m n le te lv  
g o v e rn e d  by th e  l i m i t s  o f  human n a t u r e  and  d e v e lo p m e n t;^  o r ,  
i f  th e  D iv in e  N a tu re  don^inated# th e  c o n v e r s e  would be t r u e ,  
and  th e  d e p o t e n t i a t i o n  w ould  h av e  h appened  i n  v a i n .  T h u s , 
t o  e f f e c t  a  p e r f e c t  u n io n  o f  n a t u r e ,  t h e  human and th e  D iv in e  
c o u n t e r p a r t s  m ust be  o f  e q u a l  m a g n i tu d e .  On t h i s  r e s o l u t i o n  
B r u o e - c o m e n t s ;  "To w hat p u rp o s e  t M s  d u a l i t y  i n  th e  l i f e  
b a s i s ?  Why two human s o u l s  to  do th e  work o f  one? f o r ,  ex 
h y p Q th e s i , t h e  d e p o t e n t i a t e d  Logos i s  t o  a l l  i n t e n t s  and  
p u r p o s e s  a. human a o u l . ^  I n s t e a d  o f t h i s  ro u n d a b o u t  p r o c e s s ,
"T h is  i s ;  t h e . o l d  M onopliysite o b je c t io n #  a l th o u g h  i t  m ay 'be  u rged  i n ,  suppiort o f  what amounts t p  a  M onpphysitism  i n v e r t e d , a c c o rd in g  t o  w hich  i t  i s  n o t  th e  Manhood w hich  g iv e s  way# w h o lly  p r  p a r t i a l l y ,  t o  th e  Godhead# b u t  th e  Godhead v/hioh g ives; way; to  th e  Manhood; W  t h e  tem p ora ryabandonment o f  c e r t a i n  Wm* B r i g h t # The Age, o f
s o - c a l l e d  d i v i n e  " a t t r i b u t e s . ” t h e  F a t h e r s , o .  550#2* I n  t h i s  0 l a i m # P r o f e s s o r  a g r e e s # by d e f i n i t i o no f  t e r m s ; -  "#• # He; has  d i v e s t e d  H im se lf  o f  th e  d i s t i n c t i v e l y  d iv ih h  a t t r i b u t e s ;  which would im p ly ,  i f  la n g u a g e  means a n y th in g  t h a t  i n  becom ing humàn He c e a se d  t o  be d i v i n e . "(God Was I n  C h r i s t  , p., 96* )
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à o c o r d in g  to  v/hioh t h e  Logos f i r s t  r e d u c e s  H im se lf  t o  t h e  
d im e n s io n s  o f  a  hiiman s o u l ,  arid th e n  a s s o c i a t e s  w i th  H im se lf  
a n o t h e r  human s o u l ,  why n o t  say  a t  once th e  Logos became a  
human s o u l ? ”  ^ I n  an sw er , t o  t h i s  c r i t l o i s m ^  the , K e n .o t ic ia t  
m ig h t  r e p l y  t h a t  t h e  above a rgum en t would b e - t r u e  i f  o n ly  th e  
p l i y s io a l  a t t r i b u t e s  w ere  b e in g  c o n s id e re d - .a n d  ,n o t  t h e  . e t h i c a l  
a t t r i b u t e s  w h ich  make th e  r e a l  D iv in e  c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  t h e  
un ion#  B ut t h i s  an sw er i s  h a r d l y  a c c e p ta b le ^  f o r  t h e - e t h i c a l  
a t t r i b u t e s  m e d ia te d  by t h e  immanence o f  God a r e  th e  v e r y  b a s i s ,  
t h e  v e r y  g roun d  and p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  I n c a r n a t i o n ; ^ *  th u s   ^
t h e y  ' would n o t ; r e a l l y  be a  c o n t r i b u t i o n  b u t  a  common bond .
Y et even  i f  i t  w ere p o s s i b l e  t o ’a r g u e . t h a t  a  d i s t i n c t i o n  e x i s t s  
be tw een  God’ s  immanence an d  e t h i c a l - a t t r i b u t e s ,  t h i s . s t i l l  . 
would n o t  s u f f i c e ,  fox* t h e  e t h i c a l  a t t r i b u t e s ,  j u s t . a s  t h e  
p h y s i c a l ,  w ould h av e  t o  be s c a l e d  down i n  o r d e r  n o t  t o  o v o r -  
wheliii th e  human c o u n t e r p a r t s *  P o s s e s s io n  o f  a b s o l u t e  l o v e ,  
h o l i n e s s ,  t r u t h ,  e t c ,  w o u ld - s u r e ly  n e v e r  p e r m i t  no rm al human 
deve lo pm en t o r  dcvelopmexit. a t  a l l ,  J* 8#Lawton makes an  in - r  
t e r e s t i n g  o b s e r v a t io n  v/hich m ig h t  w e l l  be m e n tio n e d  a t  t h i s  
p o i n t .  I n  t h e  t h e o l o g i c a l  m ethod o f  b o th  Thom asius and 
F a i r b a i r n ,  t h e r e  i s  a  h i n t  o f  A r i s t o t e l i a n  S c h o l a s t i c i s m  w i th  
an  a lm o s t  p a r t i c u l a r  p re o e d e z i t  i n  th e  T h o m ia t ic  d o c t r i n e  o f  
T r a n s u b s t a n t i a t i o n :  j u s t  a s  th e  b re a d  an d  w ine become th e
p h y s i c a l  " a c c i d e n t s ” o f  t h e  f l e s h  and  b lo o d ,  t h e  S ubsta n c é  o f
1 , Bruce# Op* O it*  # p ,  177* 2 ,  Above# pp* 1 6 -17 .
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O h r i a t ,  so  o o n v e r s e ly #  i n  t h e  K en o tio  T h eo ry  o jn n ip o ten o e , 
e tc *  a r e  th e  " a c c i d e n t s ” o f  th e  Godhead and c a n  be s u r r e n d e r e d  
w i th o u t  l o s s  t o  t h e  essence* * . Thus i n  u n io n  w i th  human n a t u r e ,  
t h e  D iv in e  Logos c o u i a  d i v e s t  H im se lf  o f  a l l  a t t r i b u t e s  and  
s t i l l  m a i n t a i n  H is  i n t e g r i t y .  However, two t h i n g s ,  a t  l e a s t ,  
a rg u e  a g a i n s t  su o h  a n  o b s e r v a t i o n .  f i r s t ,  b o th  Thom asius and 
f a i r b a i r n  w i l l  h ave  l i t t l e  t o  do w i th  t h e  H o h o la s t i c s .
S eco n d , i f  t h e  Logos d id  so  d i v e s t  H im se lf  o f  su o h  " a c c i d e n t s ” 
( a t t r i b u t e s ) ,  He c o u ld  h a r d ly  be d i v e s t i n g  H im se lf  o f  t h o s e  
d i s  t i n e  t iv e l .v  d i v i n e  a t t r i b u t e s ,  w h ich  p r o t e c t  t h e  i n t e g r i t y  
o f  t h e  human n a t u r e .  S u re ly  t o  be j o i n e d  w i th  th e  v e r y  
e s s e n c e  o f  God i s  t o  be  c o m p le te ly  consum ed. B r i g h t  s t a t e s  
t h e  m a t t e r  m ost c l e a r l y ;  " I t  i s  a  m is ta k e  t o  s a y  t h a t  He r e a l l y  
p a r t e d  w i th  a n y th in g  t h a t  was o r i g i n a l l y  H is} w h i le  on t h e  
one hand  He d id  n o t  d e i f y  H is manhood, so  n e i t h e r  on t h e  o t h e r  
d id  He hum anize H is  Godhead. f o r  He r e t a i n e d ,  a s  t h e  s i x t h  
G e n e ra l  C o u n c i l  a f f i r m s , H is  D iv in e  w i l l  an d  D iv in e  a c t i v i t y ,  
w h i le  He to o k  t o  H im se lf  t h e  w i l l  and  t h e  a c t i v i t y  o f  manhood.
world on the one hand# aafl ate on other, Ww iw
8 .
8 ,  B r i g h t ,  M o ra l i ty  t n  B c o tg ln e  » I?» 193
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F o u r th ,  o f i t i o i s m  i s  b ro u g h t  a g a i n s t  t h e  fo rm  o f  th e  
K e n o tio  T heo ry  b e c a u s e  i t  f a i l s  t o  d e a l  a d e q u a t e ly  w i th  th e  
cosm ic  f u n c t i o n s  o f  t h e  Logos* The a rg um en t i n  i t s  c l a s s i c  
fo rm  i s  g iv e n  by th e  l a t e  A rch b ish o p  Temple : "What was
h a p p e n in g  t o  th e  r e s t  o f  t h e  u n i v e r s e  d u r in g  t h e  p e r i o d  o f  o u r
L o rd ’ s  e a i ' t h iy  l i f e ?  To sa y  t h a t  th e  I n f a n t  J e s u s  was from
,
H is c r a d l e  e x e r c i s in g ,  p r o v i d e n t i a l  c a r e  o v e r  i t  a l l  i s  c e r t a i n l y  
m o n s tro u s  ; b u t  t o  deny t h i s ,  and  y e t  t o  say  t h a t  t h e  C r e a t i v e  
Word was so  s e l f - e m p t i e d  a s  t o  have no b e in g  e x c e p t  i n  t h e  
I n f a n t  J e s u s ,  i s  t o  a s s e r t  t h a t  f o r  a  c e r t a i n  p e r io d  t h e  h i s ­
t o r y  o f  t h e  w o r ld  was l e t  l o o s e  from  th e  c o n t r o l  o f  t h e  
C r e a t i v e  V/ord*”^ F a i r b a i r n  a t t e m p t s  t o  a c c o u n t  f o r  t h i s  by 
s t a t i n g  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no e t h i c a l  o b l i g a t i o n  w h ich  demands 
"T ha t each  o f  th e  D iv in e  P e r s o n s  sh o u ld  e v e ry  moment e x e r c i s e  
a l l  t h e  p h y s i c a l  a t t r i b u t e s  o f  God*”^ So i t  would a p p e a r  t h a t ,  
f o r  th e  d u r a t i o n  o f  t h e  I n c a r n a t i o n ,  t h e  cosm ic  f u n c t i o n s  
n o rm a l ly  e x e r c i s e d  by a l l  T h ree  P e rs o n s  a r e  c o n t in u e d  by t h e  
F a t h e r  and  t h e  Holy S p i r i t *  Y et t h i s  a p p a r e n t  s o l u t i o n  c a n n o t  
be m a in ta in e d ,  i f  F a i r b a i r n ’ s  o r i g i n a l  T r i n i t o l o g y  i s  m a in ta in e d :  
" * * * th e  F a t h e r  c o u ld  n o t  be i d e n t i f i e d . w i t h  man a s  th e  Son 
cou ld *  He was th e  i d e a l  o f  t h e  a c t u a l  w o r ld !  i t  e x i s t e d  i n  
Him b e f o r e  i t  w as; He was .* * t h e  symbol o f  t h e  c r e a t e d  w i t h i n
1# Temple* C h r i s t u s  V e r i t a s  * pp* léB-^léS# ■Q uick  I Doc t r i n e s  o f  t h o ^ r e e d  * p , 136) p o i n t s  ou t t h a t  i n  so  f a r  a s  Temple 'makes'' t h i 's  c r i t i c i s m  o f  M ack in to sh  i t  i s  n o t  v a l i d  ( s e e  C h a p te r  on F o rs y th )*  I t  i s  o n ly  v a l i d  i n  • t h e  moz^ ex tre m e  K en o tic  T h e o r ie s  o f  F a i r b a i r n  and F o r r e s t#  
8* A bove, P# 95.
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t h e  u n c r e a t e d ;  # #, He was t h e  b a s i s  o f  o b j e c t i v i t y  v / i th in  th e  
Godhead# " T h is  i s  a  c a r d i n a l  d i s t i n c t  i o n  and upon i t  r e s t s  
t h e  p l a u s i b i l i t y  o f F a i r b a i r n ’ s  K en o tio  Theory# Suoh a  d i s ­
t i n c t i o n  a l s o  i m p l i e s  t h a t  t h e  cosm ic f u n c t i o n s  b e lo n g  e x c lu ­
s i v e l y  t o  t h e  Son and c o u ld  n o t  be d e l e g a t e d  t o  o r  assum ed by 
t h e  F a t h e r  and  Holy S p i r i t *  B o th  a s s e r t i o n s #  d i s t i n c t i o n  and  
d e l e g a t i o n ,  c a n n o t  be made a t  once w i th o u t  r a tu a l ly  d e s t r o y i n g  
each  o th e r#  Even t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o n e ra  T r i n i t a t i s  ad  e x t r a  
s u n t  i n d i v i s a  oamxot be a p p l i e d  f o r  i t  p r e c l u d e s  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  
o f  any  su c h  r e a l  o r  c a r d i n a l  d i s t i n c t i o n s #  The p ro b lem  o f  
cosm ic f u n c t i o n s  i s  n o t  s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  s o lv e d .
F i f t h #  e x c e p t io n  i s  a l s o  to k e n  t o  F a i r b a i r n ’ s  s e p a r a t i o n  
o f  m o ra l  and  p h y s i c a l  a t t r i b u t e s #  T h e re  i s  no acknow ledged  
b a s i s  f o r  su c h  a  s e p a r a t i o n  o t h e r  th a n  a r b i t r a r y  d e f i n i t i o n ;  
" P h y s i c a l  a t t r i b u t e s  a r e  e s s e n t i a l  t o  God, b u t  e t h i c a l  te rm s  
and  r e l a t i o n s  t o  t h e  Godhead# I n  o t h e r  w o rd s ,  t h e  e x t e r n a l  
a t t r i b u t e s  o f  God a r e  o m n ip o te n ce , o a m is c ie n c e ,  and  om nip resence^  
b u t  t h e  i n t e r n a l  a r e  t r u t h  an d  love#  B u t th e  e x t e r n a l  a r e  
u n d e r  t h e  command o f  th e  i n t e r n a l ;  God a c t s  a s  t h e  Godhead i s #  
The e x t e r n a l  a lo n e  m ig h t  c o n s t i t u t e  a  C r e a t o r ,  b u t  n o t  a  D e i ty ;  
t h e  i n t e r n a l  v/ould make o u t  o f  a  D e i ty  t h e  C r e a t o r # E v e n  
v / i th  t h i s  a s  a  " g i v e n , "  s e v e r a l  l o g i c a l  p ro b lem s r e s u l t #  I f  
t h e  p h y s i c a l ,  th e  e x t e r n a l  a t t r i b u t e s  o f  t h e  Godhead a r e  th o s e  ' 
by  w hich  Re a s  C r e a to r  i s  i n  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  H is  c r e a t i o n ,  
how c o u ld  t h e r e  p o s s i b l y  be any  know ledge o f  th e  i n t e r n a l ,  th e
1# A bove,2# F a i r b a i r n ,  Op# O i t # , p# 476#
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e s a e x x t ia l  a t t r i b u t e s ?  O r, i f  i t  i s  a r g u e d  t h a t  God’ s t r u t h  
and  lo v e  a r e  i n  some way e x p r e s s e d  t o  H is  c r e a t i o n ,  a r e  th e y  
h o t ,  t o o ,  e x t e r n a l  a s  d e f i n e d ,  t h e r e b y  o b v i a t i n g  any s u c h  
d i s t i n c t i o n s  a s  e x t e r n a l  and  i n t e r n a l ?  A g a in ,  i f  " t h e  e x t e r n a l  
a r e  u n d e r  th e  command o f  th e  i n t e z 'n a l ”*^ an d  t h e  e x t e r n a l  a r e  
s u r r e n d e r e d ,  woiidl t h e r e  be  an y  a c t i o n  a t  a l l ?  Would n o t  th e  
q u e s t i o n  th e n  b e :  I f  God does  n o t  a c t ,  i s  th e  Godhead? J .S #
la w to n  a r g u e s  a g a i n s t  such , a  d i s t i n c t i o n  o f  a t t r i b u t e s  fro m  
t h e  n e c e s s i t y  o f  u n i t y  i n  God’ s P e r s o n a l i t y :  " I t  i s  r e g a r d e d
a s  g r a t u i t o u s  t o  assum e t h a t  God may d i s p e n s e  w i th  c e r t a i n  of 
H is  a t t r i b u t e s , and  n o t  o t h e r s ,  and  s t i l l  re m a in  God, I t  i s  
a rg u e d  t h a t  God i s  a  s im p le ,  i n d i v i s i b l e  u n i t y ;  and  b e in g  
s u c h ,  t h e  v a r i o u s  a t t r i b u t e s  w h ich  we a s c r i b e  t o  h i s  n a t u r e  
a r e  s e p a r a b l e  fro m  one a n o t h e r  o n ly  i n  th o u g h t ,  n o t  i n  a c t u a ­
l i t y *  God’ s fo rm , n a t u r e ,  and  e s s e n c e  a r e  o f  a  p i e c e  -  th ey  
to o  c a n  be s e p a r a t e d  o n ly  i n  th o u g h t ;  and  t o  su p p o se  t h a t  t h e  
fo rm  o r  n a t u r e  o f  God c a n  be m o d if ie d  o r  chan g ed  i s  a s  r i d i ­
c u lo u s  a s  t o  s u g g e s t  t h a t  h i s  e s s e n c e  c a n  be m u t i l a t e d  •** th e  
f a c t  t h a t  God’ s  o m n ip o ten ce  i s  i n  e v e ry  r e s p e c t  c o n d i t i o n e d  
by h i s  lo v e  does  n o t  t h e r e f o r e  im p ly  t h a t  he c a n  be d iv ss ted  
o f  i t :  f o r  w h a te v e r  God c h o o s e s  t o  d o , w h e th e r  t o  av eng e  o r
f o r b e a r ,  w h e th e r  t o  c r e a t e  a  w o r ld  o r  redeem  i t ,  h i s  e v e ry  a c t i o i
1# F a i r b a i r n ,  Op# O i t # . p# 476.
40
r e q u i r e s  h i s  o m n is c ie n t  m ind t o  c o n c e iv e  i t ,  and  h i s  o m n ip o te n t  
w i l l  t o  c a r r y  i t  i n t o  e f f e c t ;  t h e s e  a r e  i n d i s p e n s a b l e  e l e ­
m en ts  i n  h i s  p e r s o n a l i t y  w i th o u t  w h ich  God i s  n o t  God.
S i x t h ,  F a i r b a i r n ’ s  d o c t r i n e  o f  th e  p a s s i b i l i t y  o f  God
ah a s  a l s o  o c c a s io n e d  c r i t i c i s m .  As n o te d  e a r l i e r  F a i r b a i r n ’ s  
a c u t e  s e n s e  o f  t h e  s a c r i f i c e  and s u f f e r i n g  w hich  God b o re  b e ­
c a u s e  o f  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  i s  one o f  t h e  r i c h  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  made 
by h i s  T h eo ry . Y et h e  f e e l s  t h a t  i n  o r d e r  t o  make su o h  an  
em p h as is  a t  a l l  m e a n in g f u l ,  he  m ust a l s o  a d m it  and  d e fe n d  th e  
p a s s i b i l i t y  o f  God: "T heo log y  h a s  no  f a l s e r  i d e a  th a n  t h a t  o f
1* Law tonI Op* O i t * , p p . 140-141*
W esto n , The One C h r i s t , p p . 135-136*
”?%at manner o f  b e in g  i s  t h i s  who knows h im s e l f  to  be God, y e t  i s  d e s t i t u t e  o f  th e  a t t r i b u t e s  o f  God? A t t r i b u t e s  a r e  n o t  in d e p e n d e n t  e n t i t i e s  added t o  t h e  b e in g  o f  God "Which can  be l a i d  a s i d e  w i th o u t  a f f e c t i n g  h i s  essen ce*  They a r e  o n ly  o u r  a n a l y s i s  o f  God’s  e s s e n t i a l  n a tu re #We c a n n o t  t h in k  away a s i n g l e  one w i th o u t  a t  th e  same t im e  d e s t r o y i n g  God* I f  we s t a r t  w i th  a n  im p a s s a b le  g u l f  be tw een  God and man, no t r i c k  o f  l o g i c  w i l l  make i t  p o s s i b l e  f o r  us t o  b r id g e  i t * ”
W il l ia m  Adams Brown, C h r i s t i a n  T heo logy  I n  O u t l i n e * p p , 838-339*
2* A bove, pp* 9 9 -3 0 ,
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t h é  i m p a s a h h i l i t y  o f  God* I f  He i s  c a p a b le  o f  s o r ro w ,  He i s  
c a p a b le  o f  s u f f e r i n g ;  and  -were He w i th o u t  th e  c a p a c i t y  f o r  
e i t h e r .  He w ould  be w i t h o u t  any  f e e l i n g  o f  th e  e v i l  o f  s i n  o r  
t h e  m i s e r y ‘ Of man# The v e r y  t r u t h  t h a t  camé by J e s u s  C h r i s t
may be summed up i n  t h e  p a s s i b i l i t y  o f  God*"^ S u re ly  man’ s
s i n s  and  man? s s a l v a t i o n  a r e  o f  g r e a t  c o a t  t o  God, y e t  t o  say  
t h a t  God i s p a s s t b l e  i s  t o  make God t h e  V ic t im  and  n o t  t h e  V i c t o r  
o f  p a i n  and  s u f f e r i n g *  " I n  s p i t e  o f  a l l  th e  s i n ,  s u f f e r i n g ,  
and  t r a g e d y  o f  th e  v /o r ld ,  God i s  n o t  a t  t h e  meroy o f  i t  a l l #
He i s  n o t  s t a g g e r i n g  u n d e r  th e  load*  H is  c o u n s e l  i s  f o r e v e r ,  
and  He i s  more t h a n .e q u a l  t o  a l l #  T h is  i s  t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t
jo y  o f  God when man i s  l i f t e d  above h i m s e l f  and t h e  w orld#
Even C h r i s t  on t h e  c r o s s  was n o t  a  t h w a r t i n g  of God#"^
I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e s e  s p e c i f i c  o r i t i o i s m s  o f  F a i r b a i r n ’ s 
K en o tio  T h e o r y , t h e r e  a r e  s e v e r a l  g e n e r a l  o b j e c t i o n s  w h ich  ca n  
be made a g a i n s t  t h e  " A b so lu te  D u a l i s t i c  T ype” o f  K en o tic ism #  
F i r s t ,  suoh  a  t h e o r y  p r e s u p p o s e d  a  s e p a r a t i o n  o f  t h e  T r i n i t y  
an d  o o u ld  n o t  be c o n c e iv e d  o r  s t a t e d  w i th o u t  i t .  I n  th e  
th o u g h t  o f  T hoaaaiU a and  f a i r b a i r n  i t  i s  c e n t r a l s  " . . .  th e  
F a t h e r  d id  n o t  become i n c a r n a t e ,  n o r  d id  t h e  Holy S p i r i t  . . .
I t  F a i r b a i r n ,  Op, 01 t * , p» 488#
S , DtM. B a i l l i e ,  m ip iib i ish ed  l e e t a r e s  i n  S y s te t i ia t ic  T h e o lo p r  f o r  1988*84. fdr
3 .  D.M, B a i l l l e ,  Pod Was i n  Q h r l s t . p .  96,
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b u t  o n ly  t h e  Son * . « What was im p o s s ib le  t o  t h e  Godhead a s  a  
w hole may w e l l  be p o s s i b l e  t o  th e  Second P e r s o n * T h i s  c a n-  :--------------- ;—-T--------*'T.:------------- —  T--------:---------- :-----
mean n o th in g  b u t  à  r e a l  s e p a r a t i o n  o f  t h e  P e r s o n s  o f  t h e  
T r i n i t y # ^  ”To a s s e r t s a y s  Lawton» " t h a t  t h e  Son c a n
s u b m it  t o  a  d i s t o r t i o n  o f  h i s  n a t u r e  w i th o u t  a f f e c t i n g  th e  
» D eity*  o r  t h e  o t h e r  P e r s o n s  o f  th e  T r i n i t y  i e  v i r t u a l l y  a  
d e n i a l  o f  t h e  dogma t h a t  a l l  t h r e e  P e r s o n s  s h a r e  th e  same 
e s s e n c e  and n a t u r e ,  w h ich  t h e r e f o r e  c a n n o t  be d i v i d e d ,  o r  
m o d i f ie d  i n  t h e  c a s e  o f  One member o f  t h e  T r i n i t y *
S econd , i n  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  ty p e  o f  K e n o t ic  T h e o ry ,  th e  
Second P e r s o n  o f  t h e  T r i n i t y , th e  l o g o s ,  d i v e s t s  H im se lf  o f
1# Above^ p#18 (ir^y I t a l iC B ) *
B. I n  th e  e a se  o f  P a i r b a i r n »  t o  say  t h a t  th e  e t h i c a la t t r i b u t e s  o f  t r u t h  and lo v e  m a in ta in  th e  u n i t y  o f  th e  T r i n i t y  (p» 48 f o o tn o t e  2 )  w i l l  n o t  s u f f i c e ;  
f o r y  i f  t r u t h  and lo v e  a r e  th e  e s s e n c e  and b e lo n g  t o  a l l  Three  ( t h e  o th e r  a t t r i b u t e s  b e in g  e x t e r n a l  and e x p e n d a b le ) ,  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  must be p o s s i b l e  to  a l l  o r  t o  none t# o r  t h e r e  must y e t  be  soma d e e p e r  s o u rc e  o f  u n i t y ,  o f  v/hioh th e r e  i s  no mention#
5% L aw ton , Op* G it*  , p ,  141#
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t h o s e  a t t r i b u t e s  .which a r e  d i s  t i n e  t i v e l y  d iv in e  and  becom es, 
i n  u n io n  w i th  human n a t u r e ,  a  t r u e  man s u b j e c t  . to  human g ro w th  
and  developm ent, b o th  p h y s i c a l l y  and m o r a l l y ,  " I t  [ i n c a r n a t i o n ]  
m ean t th e  com ing t o  be n o t  o f  a, g od head , > u t  o f  a  manhood. I t s  
s p e c i f i c  r e s u l t  was a  human, n o t  a  D iv in e ,  p e r s o n  Thus
r e s u l t s  a  s i t u a t i o n  much l i k e  t h a t  b e f o r e  t h e  I n c a r n a t i o n  to o k  
p la c e #  God ( a t  l e a s t  P a t h e r  and  Holy S p i r i t )  i s  s t i l l ; i n  
t h e  h e a v e n s  and th e  Son Who came t o  e a r t h  c e a s e d  t o  be God 
and became a  human p e r s o n .  Such a  t h e o r y  would .ten d  t o  
l e a v e  u s  w i th  o n ly  a n  im p o v e r is h e d  Godhead and no God-m an.^
1* Sec above p p .  14 -15 .
8 ,  "Buoh: a  c o r r e l a t i o n  o f  th e  two n a t u r e s  a s  K e n o t ic 1 s tt h e o r i e s  s u p p o s e ,  a c c o r d in g  to  w hich th e  Bon o f  God, on becpm lng i n c a r n a t e ,  6 i d  i n  H is  d i v in e  s p h e re  o f  b e in g  te m p o ra r i ly ' s u r r e n d e r  c e r t a i n  d i v i n e  " a t t r ib u te s ^ *  o r  p e r f e c t i o n s ,  m o l d  s e r i o u s l y  im p a i r  ou r e s t i m t e  n o t  o n ly  p f  H is  work o f  re d e m p tio n  b u t  even  o f  th e  v e r y  n a tu r a l  o f  Gdd#** "#m,' B r i ^ t i  The A m  d f  th e  F a t h e r s , vol# 11 » p ,  475 .
0 .  "And, w h ile  thds 'addi% %  a new n a tu r e  to  H im se lf^  Ha d id  n o t  i n  an y  f e s p e o t  c e a se  t o  be what He was b e f o r e .  How was t h a t  p o s s ib l e ?  A l l  th e  w h ile  He was on e a r t h ,  when He was c o n c e iv e d ,  when H© was b o r n ,  when He was te m p te d ,  on th e  c r o s s ,  i n  th e  g r a v e ,  and now a t  G o d 's  r i g h t  hand ^  a l l  th e  t im e th ro u g h ,  He was th e  E t e r n a l  and U nchangeab le  Word, th e  Son o f  God# The f l e s h  which He had assumed was bu t th e  in s t r u m e n t  th ro u g h  which He a c te d  f o r  and to w ards  u s , "j .H ,  Newman, p a r o c h i a l  and -P la in  Sermons * V ol. 3 ,  p .  164.
\  r V J/“(
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T h is  I s  n o t  a  t r u e  I n c a r n a t i o n  b u t  a m etam orphoeie  o f  one1P e r s o n . •
T h i r d , f o r  Thomaeitie and F a i r b a i r n ,  th e  k e n o s is  i s  a  
tem p o ra ry  a c t  c o n f in e d  t o  t h e  p e r io d  o f  th e  In c a rn a t io n *
"The p r e s u p p o s i t i o n  o f  th e  th e o r y  I s  t h a t  th e  d i s t i n c t i v e l y  
d i v i n e  a t t r i b u t e s  ( o f  o m n is c ie n c e , e tc * )  and th e  d i s t i n c t i v e l y  
human a t t r i b u t e s  ( o f  f i n i t u c l e )  can n o t be u n i t e d  s im u l ta n e o u s ly  
i n  one l i f e :  t h a t  i s  why th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  i s  e x p la in e d  a s  a  
k enoB lo* T h e r e f o r e  when th e  days  o f  H is  f l e s h  come to  an
encl. C h r i s t  resum es H is  d i v i n e  a t t r i b u t e s ,  and H is Ic e n o s is*2H is  h u m an ity ,  comes t o  an  end* H is  human l i f e  i s  l e f t  
b eh in d  when He a so e n d s  t o  th e  r i g h t  hand o f  th e  F a th e r ,
Thus on th e  K e n o tic  T heory  i n  t h a t  s p e c i f i c  s e n se  (w h ich  i s  
what we a r e  c o n c e rn ed  w i th )  He i s  God and Man, n o t  
s im u l ta n e o u s ly  i n  a h y n o s t a t i o  u n io n ,  b u t  s u c c e s s i v e l y  
f i r s t  d i v i n e , th e n  human, th e n  God ag a in * "  But such  a
X. "And, w h ile  th u s  ad d in g  a new n a t u r e  t o  H im s e l f ,  He d id  
n o t  i n  any  r e s p e c t  c e a s e  t o  be what He was b e fo re*  How was t h a t  p o s s i b l e ?  A l l  t h e  w h ile  lie was on e a r t h , when He was c o n c e iv e d ,  when He was b o r n ,  when He was te m p te d ,  on th e  croB B , i n  th e  g r a v e ,  and now a t  G o d 's  r i g h t  hand a l l  th e  t im e  th r o u g h ,  lie was th e  E t e r n a l  and U nchangeab le  Word, th e  8on o f  Gbd* The f l e s h  which He had asBumed was b u t th e  in s t ru m e n t  th ro u g h  w hich He a c te d  f o r  and tow ards  us*" J .H .  Newman * P a r o c h ia l  and P l a i n  Garmons.  V o l. 6 ,  p .  164.8 .  F a i r h a i r n  h a s  n o th in g  t o  say  on t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  p o i n t ,  b u t  l o g i c a l l y  he would have  to  a g re e  w i th  Tliomasius:"E r  muss j e t a t  a I s  d é r  B rh b h e te  im V o l lb e s i tB  d e r  G o t te a  h e r r l i c h k e i t ,  d e re n  e r  s i c h  e n t ë u s s e r t  h a t ,  **. s t e h e n . "  Op* G i t * ,  Bk* I I ,  p* 869.6* D.M* B a l l l i G ,  Op. C i t * ,  p .  97*
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th e o r y  g iv e s  no n la o e  t o  th e  o e i th o l ic  d o o t r ln e a  o f  th e1
garmanezioe o f  C h r i s t ' e  d i v i n i t y  o r  huma3:iity#
F o u r t h ,  t h e r e  l a  an  lnGO)i8i6tenoy i n  th e  e n t i r e  l o g i e
o f  th e  K en o tic  T heo ry  iia thod which makes some w r i t e r s ,  e .g#2F r i e d r i c h  h o o f s ,  c a l l  th e  Theory  niy thology# U eing a
1# o n e  and th e  same O h r i s t , S on , L o rd ,  O n ly -b e g o t to n ,i n  tivo. n a t n r e e  , u n c o n fu s e d ly ,  unohan^eab3.y  ^ i n d i v i a i h l y ,  i n s e p a r a b l y  # * ."  C o u n c i l  o f  GhaJoeaora, A*D* 4 5 1 .(My i t a l i c s * )
" F o r  a l th o u g h  th e  b o u n d le se  e s s e n c e  o f  th e  Word was u n i te d  w i th  hmmn n a t u r e  i n t o  one p e r s o n ,  'we have no id e a  o f  any  e n c lo s in g *  The Son o f  God descen ded  m i r a c u lo u s ly  from  h e a v e n ,  y e t  \? i th o u t  ab an d o n in g  heaven ; was p le a s e d  to  be c o n c e iv ed  m i)?aou lously  i n  th e  V i r g i n ' s  womb, t o  l i v e  on th e  e a r t h ,  and hang upon th e  c r o s s »  and y e t  a lw ays  f i l l e d  th e  w orld a s  from  th e  b e g in n in g .  C a l v i n ,  I n s t i t u t e s .Bk* :ci, Gh* 1 8 ,  8 e c .  4#
"The f l e s h  o f  C h r i s t ,  how ever, has  n o t  su ch  power i n  i t s e l f  a s  to  make u s  l i v e ,  s e e in g  t l i a t  by i t s  own f i r s t  con«^
8* F r i e d r i c h  L o o fs  o f  H a l l e .  L e c tu r e s  g iv e n  izi 1911 a tO b e r l in  C o l l e g e ,  O h io , a s  re c o rd e d  I n  E x p o s i to ry  T im es . V o li  XXV, Ho. 1 ,  Oct* 1915 , p# 8 .
A*E. G a r v i e .  S tu d ie s  i n  th e  Im ie r  L i f e  o f  d e a u a , p ,  617.
H i ta c h i»  J u s t i f i c a t i o n '  and H econei 11a11 o n pp. 409-411 . J\M . c r e e d , The /D iv in i ty  o f  J e s u s  C h r i s t . p .  77 .Wm. T em ple ,  C h r i a t u s  V e r i t a s , p .  1 4 ^I ,A .  Do r n e r , D o c t r in e  o f  th e  P e rso n  o f  C h r i s t a D iv . 9 ,  V 0 i $ , ^  ^
A g a in s t  t h e  above a u t h o r i t i e s ,  Q uick d e fe n d s  t h e  id e a  o f  ' m yth ' i n  th e  K en o tic  Theory# However, I  t h i n k  i t  o n ly  n e c e s s a r y  to  p o in t  o u t  t h a t  th e  c r i t i c s  a r e  u s in g  th e  
te rm  'm y th '  w i th  i t s  s e c u l a r  c o n n o ta t io n  ( i * e .  u n r e a l )  aiid Quick i s  u s in g  th e  te rm  w i th  i t s  s a c re d  c o n n o ta t io n  ( i . e #  r e a l  b u t  n o t  h i s t o r i c a l ) ," I n  80 f a r  a s  D r, T em p le .say s  t h a t  th e  k e n o t i c  th e o r y  h as  a  m y th o lo g ic a l  a p p e a ra n c e ,  we may in d eed  n o t  o n ly  a g re e  
w i th  h im , b u t  go f u r t h e r  i n  s a y in g  t h a t  i t  i s  i n e v i t ­a b l y  e x p re s se d  i n  te rm s  o f  «îyth. F o r  biyth i s  th e  o n ly
lan g u a g e  we can  u se  a b o u t  supram undane r e a l i t i e s ,  i n  so  f a r  a s  we t h i n k  and sp eak  o f  them i n  th e  c a te g o r y  o r  a c t i o n . "  Quick# D o c t r in e s  o f  t h e  C r e e d . p ; 136*
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s c i e n t i f i c ÿ h i s t o r i c a l ,  ancl c r i t i c a l  a p p ro a c h  t o  t h e  B c r l p t u r e s  
i n  s e a r c h  of th e  n a tu r e  and P e rso n  of Jesus C h r is t , th e  
K enotlo lsts  Guddenly jump, in  a maimer lo g ic a lly  in d e fen sib le , 
to  a m ataphy B lca l s p e c u l a t i o n  a b o u t  th e  nature and e s s e n c e  
of the Godhead. Even v/ere i t  poaalble to ee tab lio h  
B O iG i i t i f i c a l ly  t h a t  J é s u s  C h r i s t  was a D iv ine-hum an B e in g ,  
th is  would in  no way enable one to say "T herefore, the Logos, 
the Second P a rs o n  of t h e  T r i n i t y  was the only P e rs o n  o f  th e  
T r in ity  who could become In ca rn a te , e tc ."  Such metapliysical 
spécu lation  would seem to  be guided more by the needs of the 
theory than by s c ie n t i f ic  o b je c tiv ity .
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(A b s o lu te  Me.tamorphic Type)
I n  1897 th e  K err  L e c tu r e s  d e l i v e r e d  by David W. F o r r e s t
were p u b l i s h e d  u n d e r  th e  t i t l e  The C h r i s t  o f  H i s t o r y  and o f
E x p e r ie n c e # I n  t h i s  volume F o r r e s t  n o t  o n ly  shows t h a t  he i s1w e l l  a c q u a in te d  w ith  th e  K e n o tic  Theory  and i t s  l i t e r a t u r e  
b u t  a l s o  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  he f e e l s  the  K en o tic  T heory  i s  an  
advance  i n  O h r i s t o l o g y ,  w i th  som eth ing  d e f i n i t e  to  o f f e r :
"The s e r v i c e  which K en o tic  O h r i s to lo g y  r e n d e r s  i s  tw o fo ld :
( 1 )  I t  r e p r e s e n t s  an  advance  on th e  O halcedon sym bol, i n  t h a t  
i t  g iv e s  a t r u e r  im p re s s io n  o f  th e  Hew T es tam en t f a c t s  and 
te a c h in g  a s  to  th e  d iv in e  s a c r i f i c e  in v o lv e d  i n  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n ,  
and th u s  em p h as ises  th e  v e ry  q u a l i t y  t h a t  endues th e  
I n c a r n a t i o n  w ith  i t s  power o f  m oral a p p e a l .  (8 )  By i n s i s t i n g  
t h a t  t h e  e le m e n ts  i n  C h r i s t ' s  c h a r a c t e r  w hich v e r i f y  H is  
D e i ty  a r e  n o t  m e ta p h y s ic a l ,  b u t  e t h i c a l  and s p i r i t u a l ,  i t  
rem inds  us t h a t  th e  d e e p e s t - q u a l i t i e s  i n  God and man a r e  a k i n , 
and th a t ,  hum anity  i s  g rounded  i n  and r e p ro d u c e s  th e  e t e r n a l  
a o n s h ip  i n  God."
Nine y e a r s  a f t e r  th e  p u b l i c a t i o n  o f  F o r r e s t ' s  K err  
L e c t u r e s ,  a second volume on O h r i s to lo g y  a p p e a re d .  The 
A u t h o r i t y  o f  C h r i s t > I n  t h i s  work F o r r e s t  assum es an  even  
more d e f i n i t e  K en o tic  p o s i t i o n  th a n  i n  th e  L e c tu r e s .  "Our
1 . F o r r e s t  f r e q u e n t l y  q u o te s  o r l i s t s  f o r  s u p p o r t  such  p e o p le  - a s  T.O. E dw ards, G o re ,  Gess,. G o d e t,  O t t l e y ,  M a r te n se n ,  F a i r b a i r n #
S. F o r r e s t , The C h r i s t  o f  H i s t o r y  and E x p e r ie n c e , pp . 203-804.
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s o l e  d u ty  i s  to  fo rm  a s  f a i r  and a c c u r a te  an  id e a  a s  we ca n  
o f  th e  i n c a r n a t e  l i f e  from  th e  a c c o u n ts  c o n ta in e d  i n  th e 1G o s p e ls .  T hat i s  what th e  K en o tic  th e o ry  c la im s  to  d o ."
Many o f  th e  a rg u m en ts  and b a s i c  p r o p o s i t i o n s  a r e  common t o  
b o th  b o o k s , b u t  i n  th e  second th e  i s s u e s  a r e  more c l e a r l y  
c u t ,  so t h a t  a c o n s i s t e n t  ty p e  o f  K eno tic  T heory  em erges. I n  
th e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  b e in g  u s e d ,  F o r r e s t ' s  th e o r y  i s  th e  
"A b so lu te  M etam orphic T ype ,"  i . e .  th e  Second P e r s o n  o f  th e  
T r i n i t y ,  th e  Logos changes  i n t o  a r a t i o n a l ,  human s o u l  d u r in g  
His s o jo u rn  on e a r t h ,  y e t  r e t a i n s  H is  d iv in e  i d e n t i t y .  " 'He 2re m a in s  who He w as ,  though He h a s  ceased  to  be what He w a s . ' "  
Though F o r r e s t  i s  n o t  th e  o n ly  p o s s i b l e  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  o f  t h i s  
ty p e  o f  K en o tic  T h e o ry ,  he i s  th e  most s y s te m a t ic  o f  th e  
g ro u p ,  and h i s  w r i t i n g s  c o v e r  th e  b ro a d e s t  a r e a .  H is  two 
books which g iv e  e v id en c e  o f  a developm ent i n  th e  e i g h t -  
y e a r  i n t e r i m  a r e  o f  g r e a t  h e l p ,  f o r  th e y  c o n s e q u e n t ly  d i s p l a y  
a d i r e c t i o n  o f  th o u g h t .  T h is  d e f i n i t e l y  r e d u c e s  e r r o r  o f  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  and g iv e s  p r o p e r  w eigh t t o  h i s  s t a t e m e n t s .
One g e n e r a l  o b s e r v a t io n  ought to  be made b e fo re  
c o n s id e r in g  F o r r e s t ' s  c o n t r i b u t i o n .  When F o r r e s t  was
/d e v e lo p in g  h i s  own v a r i a t i o n  o f  th e  K eno tic  T h e o ry ,
used  a s  th e  b a s i s  o f  a O h r i s t o l o g i o a l  sy s te m , was n o t  a  new
i d e a .  Thus h i s  w r i t i n g  ca n n o t  be c o n s id e re d  r e v o l u t i o n a r y .
1 . F o r r e s t , The A u t h o r i t y  Of C h r i s t . p .  96.
2 . Hofman, P a r  B c h r i f tb e w e ie .  e i n  t h e o l o g i s c h e r  V e rsu c h . a st r a n s l a t e d  by B ru c e ,  H u m i l i a t i o n , p . 407 .3 .  H* Goodwin o r  R .C . Morgan a l s o  d e se rv e  m en tio n .
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a s  Thom as!us was r e v o l u t i o n a r y ,  b u t  r a t h e r  must h i s  v/ork be 
se e n  a s  a p o s i t i v e  oommentary on th e  e a r l i e r  K en o tic  w r i t i n g s .  
He knew th e  work o f  F a i r b a i r n ,  G o re , E dw ards , e tc*  and knew 
th e  c r i t i c i s m  which was b ro u g h t a g a i n s t  t h e i r  a t te m p ts *  T h is  
m a t e r i a l  i s  th e  assumed background to  F o r r e s t ' s  own d e v e lo p ­
ment o f  th e  K en o tic  T heory . Though he does n o t  t r o u b l e  to  
c r i t i c i s e  th e  e a r l i e r  w r i t e r s  s y s t e m a t i c a l l y ,  such  i s  th e  
r e s u l t  by i m p l i c a t i o n ,  o f  h i s  c o n s t r u c t i v e  p r e s e n t a t i o n .
ThomaBiUB f e l t  t h a t  th e  C reed o f  O h a lced o n , A*D. 4 5 1 ,  
sh o u ld  be th e  t h e o r e t i c a l  m o n ito r  o f  a l l  s y s te m a t ic  C h r i s t o -  
l o g i c a l  s p e c u l a t i o n .  F o r r e s t ,  t o o ,  b e g in s  w ith  th e  C re e d ,  
b u t  t a k e s  e x c e p t io n  to  t h i s  complet© co n f in em en t u s u a l l y  
e x e r c i s e d  i n  th e  name o f  th e  C reed . "When th e  C reed  o f  
O h a lc e d o n , a f t e r  r e p e a t i n g  th e  d e c l a r a t i o n s  o f  H icea  and 
C o n s ta n t in o p le  a s  to  C h r i s t ' s  t r u e  D e i ty  and t r u e  H um anity , 
want on to  a f f i r m  t h a t  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  was n o t  th e  u n io n  o f  
two p e r s o n a l i t i e s ,  a d i v i n e  and a human, b u t  th e  a s su m p tio n  
by th e  Bon o f  human n a t u r e  i n  such  w ise  t h a t  th e  two n a t u r e s  
rem a in ed  th e  sam e, w i th o u t  c o n f u s io n  y e t  w i th o u t  s e p a r a t i o n ,  
i n  th e  u n i ty  o f  a s i n g l e  p e r s o n a l  l i f e ,  i t  was n o t  a t t e m p t in g  
t o  e x p l i c a t e  th e  method o f  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n ,  bu t to  a s s e r t  i t s
r e a l i t y *  Had i t  b ee n  in te n d e d  to  make i t  more c o m p re h e n s ib le ,2i t  would have b een  a p i t i f u l  f a i l u r e . "  I n  f a c t ,  F o r r e s t  i s  
f i r m l y  con v inced  t h a t  th e  C re e d ,  i n  r e g a rd  to  th e  method and 
c o n d i t i o n s  o f  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n ,  i s  c l e a r l y  beyond a l l
1 . T h o m a s iu s -F a i rb a i rn  C h a p te r ,  p* 14.2*. F o r r e s t ,  The C h r i s t  Of H i s to r y  And Of E x p e r i e n c e , p . 193.
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1s c r i p t u r a l  w arran t*  I t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  th e  Greed s a f e g u a r d s  
th e  a c t u a l i t y  o f  th e  I n c a r n a t io n *  b u t  i t s  a u t h o r i t y  sh o u ld  
end th e re *  "Anyone c a n  se e  t h a t  th e  D e f i n i t i o n  i s  n o t  
w r i t t e n  'w i t h  t h e  eye on th e  o b j e c t v h i c h  i s  th e  i n c a r n a t e  
l i f e  i t s e l f ;  t h a t  i t  i s  r e a l l y  c o n t r o l l e d  by a b s t r a c t  con­
c e p t i o n s  o f  Godhead and Manhood, which i t  p ro c e e d s  t o  d ev e lo p  
t o  th e  u tm o s t ,  and th e n  d o g m a t ic a l ly  a f f i r m s  t h e i r  c o e x i s t e n c e  
i n  th e  u n i t y  o f  t h e  P e r s o n . " The C h u r c h 's  a s s e r t i o n  a t 4O ha lcedon  abou t t h e  P e r s o n  o f  C h r i s t  i s  a n  o v e r - a s s e r t i o n #
O halcedon  was n o t  a n a t u r a l  developm ent w i th in  th e  main
s t re a m  o f  C h r i s t i a n  e x p e r ie n c e  b u t  was th e  d e v ic e  o f  t h e
C hurch  to  meet b o th  th e  a c c u s a t io n s  and argum en ts  o f  a pagan
w orld  and th e  s e a r c h in g  q u e s t io n s  o f  aw akened , i n q u i r i n g
C h r i s t i a n  minds* "When c h a l le n g e d  a s  t o  C h r i s t ' s  p e r s o n  i t
f t h e  C hurclij had to  d e c l a r e  what i t  meant by c a l l i n g  Him b o th  u  6
God and Man*" Too o f t e n ,  how ever, th e  Greed h as  been
a c c e p te d  i n  an  e x p la n a to r y  sen se  r a t h e r  th a n  i n  th e6d e c l a r a t o r y  se n se  in te n d e d  by th e  C ouncil#  As a  r e s u l t  o f  
t h i s  m i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  t h e r e  h as  been  much a v o id a b le
1* F o r r e s t ,  The A u t h o r i t y  Of C h r i s t * p# 612 .  I b i d . ,  p .  50*
3 .  Ib id *  , p* 51#4# I b i d ,6* I b i d . , pp . 87-88#6# Ib id #  , p .  88.
52
confUBion in  C h r is to lo g ic a l specu lation  a b o u t  th e  two N a tu re s
i n  C h r i s t#  Even th e  more r e c e n t  e f f o r t s  t o  e x p l a in  th e
c o n s i s t e n c y  o f  th e  fo rm u la  i n  te rm s  o f  th e  s p i r i t u a l  u n i t y ,
i#e*  " th e  i d e a  o f  man a s  c a p ax  i n f i n i t i  # e s s e n t i a l l y  a k in  t o
God, r o o te d  i n  Him, and o n ly  r e a l i z i n g  th e  t r u e  and co m p le te
i d e a l  o f  h i s  hum anity  i n  p r o p o r t i o n  a s  he r e c e i v e s  and1a p p r o p r i a t e s  th e  d i v i n e , "  does n o t  s o lv e  th e  p o l a r i t y  ( D iv in e -  
Human) e x p re s s e d  i n  th e  0 h a lo e d o n ia n  Greed# "F o r  however 
t r u l y  a k in  G o d 's  n a tu r e  and m an 's  may be i n  th e  s p i r i t u a l  
q u a l i t y ,  th e y  rem a in  none th e  l e s s  s e p a r a t e  i n  t h e i r  
i n t e l l e c u t a l  o r  m e ta p h y s ic a l  p r o p e r t i e s ,  i n  t h e i r  ty p e  o f  
c o n sc io u s n e s s#  God i n  H is  a b s o lu t e  b e in g  ca n n o t be  c o n c e iv e d  
o th e rw is e  th a n  a s  t r a n s c e n d in g  tim e  and s p a c e ,  a s  i n f i n i t e  
i n  wisdom and i n  pow er. H is  toow ledge  i s  c o m p le te ,  a l l -  
i n c l u s i v e ,  i n t u i t i v e #  Human th o u g h t  moves from  p o in t  to  p o i n t ,  
by a c q u i s i t i o n  and i n f e r e n c e ;  and can  o n ly  h o ld  w i t h i n  con­
s c io u s n e s s  a t  any s i n g l e  moment p a r t  o f  what i t  does  know. Ho 
m a t t e r  how r e a l  may be th e  a f f i n i t y  o f  d iv in e  and human n a t u r e ,  
t h e s e  two d i v e r s e  m ethods o r  fo rm s o f  o p e r a t io n  can  by no 2p o s s i b i l i t y  .c o e x is t  w i t h i n  th e  same c o n s c io u s  p e r s o n a l i t y # "
F o r r e s t  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  th e  v e ry  p u rp o se  o f  th e  K en o tic  T heory
i s  t o  surm ount t h i s  a b s t r a c t  o p p o s i t io n  i n  which th e
; 30 h a Ic e d o n ia n  fo rm u la  h a s  p la c e d  th e  two N atu res*
1* F o r r e s t ,  The A u t h o r i t y  Of C h r i s t , pp# 88-89#2 . Ib id #  , p# 89#3# F o r r e s t , The C h r i s t  Of H i s to r y  And Of B x p e r ie n c e . pp . 197-198#
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A long w ith  t h i s  t h e o l o g i c a l  r e j e c t i o n  o f  th e  C haleec lon ian
fo rm u la  on t h e  g rounds  o f  l o g i c a l  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  and n a t u r a l
i n c o m p a t i b i l i t y  i s  F o r r e s t ' s  b a s i c  r e j e c t i o n  oh th e  g ro und s
o f ‘A p o s to l ic i |a n d  B i b l i c a l  w itn ess#  The G o sp e ls  do n o t
s u p p o r t  th e  c o n te n t io n  t h a t  two f u l l  and p e r f e c t  N a tu re s
" c o - e x i s t e d  i n  C h r i s t ,  o r  l e a v e  any d u b ie ty  a s  to  w hich o f
them r u l e d  i n  H is  case#  However d e f i n i t e l y  th e y  may co n v in ce
us  t h a t  He was none o th e r  th a n  th e  Word » th e y  make i t
a b u n d a n t ly  c l e a r  t h a t  He was th e  Word made f l e s h , l i v i n g ,
t h i n k i n g ,  a c t i n g  u n d e r  d i s t i n c t i v e l y  human c o n d i t i o n s .  . . . T h e
p e r s o n  was d i v i n e ,  b u t  s e l f - r e s t r a i n e d  w i th in  th e  l i m i t s  o f
h u m an ity ;  H is  th o u g h ts  t y p i c a l l y ^ th o s e  o f  a human m ind , H is
r e s o l v e s  th o s e  o f  a human w i l l . "  A g a in ,  by m a in ta in in g  i n
t h e i r  t o t a l i t y  th e  two N a tu re s  i n  C h r i s t , th e  C h a lo e d o n ia n
C reed  t a k e s  no a c c o u n t  o f  th e  g r e a t  s a c r i f i c e  which C h r i s t
made i n  ex ch an g in g  th e  'f o rm  o f  God' f o r  th e  ' fo rm  o f  man*' "
"The G o sp e ls  r e v e a l  so m eth in g  a t  l e a s t  o f  what t h a t  s a c r i f i c e
m eant. They show t h a t ,  however wide and deep  H is knowledge
i t  was n o t  om nisc ience#  S t i l l  more p l a i n l y  He was n o t  2 3o m n ip re se n t  .# * * .#  Nor d id  He r e t a i n  om nipo tence#" T h is  u se
o f  t h e  B i b l i c a l  w i tn e s s  i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  F o r r e s t ' s
e m p i r i c a l  ap p ro ach  t o  th e  whole n a tu r e  o f  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n .
1 . F o r r e s t ,  The A u t h o r i t y  o f  C h r i s t , pp . 89 -90 ,2* F o r r e s t  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  th e  " ' i l i o c a l  u b i q u i t y '  which th e  L u th e ra n s  a t t r i b u t e  to  H is  hum an ity  i s  a s  f a n t a s t i c  a s  i t , i s ^ i n c o m p r e h e n s i b l e •" H i s t o r y , pp. 194-195.5 .  F o r r e s t ,  The C h r i s t  Of H i s to r y  And Of E x p e r ie n c e , pp . 194-195.
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l ï i  s t r i v i n g  to  s e c u r e  t h e  t r u t h ,  he used  th e  i n f o r m a t io n  and1o b s e r v a t io n  a v a i l a b l e  t o  him* "F or th e  p rob lem  we have t o  
s o lv e  i s  a c o n c r e t e  o n e ,  th e  r i g h t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  a  
h i s t o r i c a l  l i f e *  T h a t  th e  e t e r n a l  Son a s  such  p o s s e s s e s  t h e  
p r o p e r t i e s  o f  Godhead -  o m n ip re se n c e , o m n is c ie n c e ,  om nipotence -  
d o es  n o t  i n  th e  l e a s t  p ro v e  t h a t  He p o s se s se d  them a s  i n c a r n a t e  t
w h e th e r  He d id  so o r  n o t  i s  a q u e s t io n  o f  th e  re c o rd e d2
ev id en ce*  As i t  i s  from  th e  G o sp e ls  a lo n e  t h a t  we d e r iv e
o u r  c o n v i c t i o n  o f  C h r i s t ' s  D e i ty ,  s o  t h e  G ospe ls  a lo n e  must
3d e c id e  what D e i ty  s i g n i f i e d  i n  H is  i n c a r n a t e  e x p e r i e n c e . "
The K en o tic  T heo ry  i s  th e  one th e o r y  which seems to
^  f u l f i l l  th e  demands w hich  F o r r e s t  makes* I t s  p o in t  o f
d e p a r t u r e  i s  th e  B i b l e ,  and i t  does  do j u s t i c e  t o  th e  t r u t h
o f  th e  i n c a r n a t i o n  a s  a r e a l  s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n  o f  H is  d i v i n e
mode o f  e x i s t e n c e .  F o r r e s t ' s  one c o m p la in t  c o n c e rn s  t h e  word 4
K e n o t ic * " I t  i s  p e rh a p s  u n f o r tu n a te  t h a t  th e  word K e n o t ic ,  
t a k e n  from  th e  p h ra s e  o f  St* P a u l ,  shou ld  have become th e  
a c c e p te d  t e c h n i c a l  d e s c r i p t i o n  *•• For i t  i s  a p t  to  convey  
th e  im p re s s io n  t h a t  th e  t r u t h  i n  t h i s  n m tte r  r e s t s  on a 
p a r t i c u l a r  e x e g e s i s  o f  t h i s  s i n g l e  p a s s a g e  i n  P h i l i p p i a n s  
( i i *  5 -1 1 ) .  N o th in g  c a n  be f u r t h e r  from  th e  f a c t*  The P a u l in e  
e x p r e s s io n s  a s  to  th e  s e l f - e m p ty in g  o r  s e I f - im p o v e r is h m e n t
1 . " T h is  age i s  p r e - e m in e n t ly  one o f  h i s t o r i c a l  r e s e a r c h ,  b e n t  on d i s c o v e r in g  a s  f a r  a s  p o s s i b l e  th e  a c t u a l  f a c t s  o f  th e  p a s t* "  F o r r e s t ,  The A u th o r i t y  Of C h r i s t , p . 96.2* " i s  a  q u e s t i o n  .* * "  my i t a l i c s *3* F o r r e s t ,  The A u t h o r i t y  Of O h r i s t * pp , 4 9 -5 0 ,4* I b i d * , p# 98*
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(2  Go r ,  v i i i , 9 )  o f  th e  Son o n ly  em phasise  what th e
n a r r a t i v e s  o f  C h r i s t ' s  l i f e  s u g g e s t ,  and t h e i r  e l i m i n a t i o n
would le a v e  th e  p ro b lem  a s  p r e s e n te d  i n  th e  G o sp e ls  p r e c i s e l y1
w here i t  w as ,"  A f t e r  rem oving t h i s  d an g e r  o f  r e s t r i c t i o n ,  
F o r r e s t  a c c e p t s  th e  te rm  "K en o tic  Theory" a s  th e  n e c e s s a r y ,  
g e n e r a l i z e d ,  d e s c r i p t i v e  te rm  f o r  a O h r i s to lo g y  b ased  upon 
e x in a n i t io n #
The I n c a r n a t i o n  which in v o lv e d  such  l i m i t a t i o n  and r e a l  
s e l f - s a c r i f i c e  d id  n o t  j u s t  happen ; such  an e x p la n a t io n  
would be f a r  to o  c a s u a l  and s u p e r f i c i a l .  G o d 's  r e a s o n  f o r  
th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  i s  e v id e n t  i n  S c r ip tu r e s  "W hat, t h e n ,  i s  th e  
m o tiv e  o f  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  a s  th e  New T estam en t v iew s i t ?  I t  
was G o d 's  r e c t i f i c a t i o n  o f  H is  m oral world# A l l  c r e a t i o n ,  
w hich  was b u t  th e  w ork ing  o f  H is l o v e ,  le d  up to. man; and 
he who was i t s  crown had c e a se d  to  r e f l e c t  t h a t  love# The 
m eaning o f  th e  whole c r e a t e d  p ro c e s s  was l o s t .  The o n ly  
moans whereby i t s  s i g n i f i c a n c e  cou ld  be r e s t o r e d ,  and man 
l i f t e d  up to  t h a t  f i l i a l  r e l a t i o n  to  God w hich was th e  h i g h e s t  
work o f  t h e  L ogo s , was by th e  p e r s o n a l  i n d w e l l in g  o f  th e
1# F o r r e s t ,  The A u th o r i t y  o f  C h r i s t  q u o te s  P r i n c i p a l  Dykes f o r  s u p p o r t  -  E x p o s i to r y  T im es . Jan# 1906,ta k e n  by P r o f e s s o r  John  Knox (U nion  ^ ^n h i s  book , The Man C h r i s t  J e s u s tT h is  v iew  i s  a l s oS e m in a ry ,  N.Y.O) i _________ ______________H#0# M organ, G o d 's  8e l f -E m p tie d  S e r v a n t # pp. 4 8 - 4 9 ,  vJil i k e w i s e  s t a t e s :  "Y et He ' em ptied Himself#' Not m e re ly  d i v e s t e d  H im se lf  - a s  J o n a th a n  ' s t r i p p e d  h im s e l f  o f  th e  ro b e  t h a t  was upoh him # # . # . '  S t r i p p i n g  and d i v e s t i n g  r e l a t e  to  e x t e r n a l s ;  em pty ing  r e l a t e s  t o  th e  inw ard  p a r t#  The i n c a r n a t e  God em p tied  Him self# N o th in g  i s  em ptied  w h ile  a n y th in g  re m a in s  i n  i t  which i s  n o t  i t s e l f *  He d iv e s t e d  H im self, o f  h i s  r o y a l  p r e r o g a t i v e ;  He l a i d  a s i d e  t h i s  outw ard g l o r y .  By ta k in g  th e  form  o f a bond s e r v a n t  
He em ptied  H im se lf .  Even i f  t h i s  had n o t  been  a f f i rm e d  . 
by th e  A p o s t le  i t  m igh t have been  i n f e r r e d  from  S c r i p t u r e # "
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1
same Logos i n  a human l i f e * "  Hot o n ly  th e  Hew T es tam en t
b u t  a l s o  th e  te s t im o n y  o f  ou r own i n d i v i d u a l  re sp o n se  p o i n t s
t o  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  a s  a m ora l a c t  o f  God ( O h r i s t  was made man
f o r  ou r  s a l v a t i o n )  r a t h e r  th a n  an  i s o l a t e d ,  c r e a t i v e  a c t  o f  
2
God* Such an  a s to u n d in g  S e l f - s u r r e n d e r  o f  th e  D iv in e  Logos
o n ly  becomes r e a s o n a b le  when see n  a s  t h e  work o f  G o d 's
red eem in g  g r a c e .  T h is  do es  n o t  im p ly ,  how ever, t h a t  re d e m p tio n
i s  a m o ra l o b l i g a t i o n  p la c e d  upon God by th e  r e b e l l i o n  o f
H is  p e o p le ,  a s  Thom as!us and F a i r b a i r n  b o th  a s s e r t e d .  F o r r e s t
m a in ta in s  t h a t  G o d 's  re d e m p tiv e  work i s  b o th  e q u a l ly
n e c e s s a r y  and f r e e ,  i . e *  n e c e s s a r y  b ec au se  H is  N a tu re  i s  lo v e
3and f r e e  b ecau se  H is  N a tu re  i s  S e l f -d e te rm in e d *  Thus th e  
actual_K6:ViJ<rii;_ m a in ta in s  i t s  g r e a t  m oral im p ac t  by i t s  
v o lu n t a r y  n a t u r e  r a t h e r  th a n  by i t s  c o e r c io n  by th e  
p e r v e r s i t y  o f  man*
Lovo i s  n o t  o n ly  th e  b a s i s  o f  G od 's  re d e m p tiv e  w ork, 
b u t  a l s o  th e  b a s i s  o f  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  i t s e l f ,  i . e . -  th e
1* F o r r e s t , The C h r i s t . o f  H i s t o r y  And Of E x p e r ie n c e . pp* 184-1652* "F o r w h ile  Goa ' s  c r e a t i v e  a c t i  on i s  a s  r e a l l y  a s  H isre d e m p tiv e  t h e  e x p r e s s io n  o f  Hie l o v e ,  i t  i s  n o t  from  th e  m ora l p o i n t  o f  v iew  so  h ig h  a  m a n i f e s t a t i o n  o f  i t *H is  f o r g i v e n e s s  o f  th e  d i s o b e d ie n t  i s  ,a g r e a t e r  r e v e l a t i o n  o f  goodness  th a n  H is  b e n e f ic e n c e  t o  th e  f a i t h f u l .  T h is  i s  so a b s o lu te ly *  and i t  i s  d o u b ly  so r e l a t i v e l y , t o  u s ,  t h e  s i n f u l * "  F o r r e s t ,  The A u th o r i t y  Of O h r i s t . p .3 .  I b i d * , p* 342 .4 .  Ib id *  , p .  90 .
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1
p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  I n c a rn a t io n #  B ecause m ankind , th e  h ig h e s t
work o f  G o d 's  c r e a t i o n ,  i s  made i n  H is  own im age , mankind
n a t u r a l l y  e x p r e s s e s  a f i l i a l  lo v e  to  God. T h is  r e l a t i o n s h i p
m a n i f e s t s  i n  a p h y s i c a l  and s p i r i t u a l  form  th e  r e l a t i o n s h i p2a l r e a d y  e x i s t i n g  i n  t h e  Godhead* Thus ou r m u tua l so n sh ip  
c r e a t e d  by G o d 's  lo v e  becomes th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  C h r i s t  
a ssum ing  f l e s h  and blood# "B onsh ip  i s  th e  u l t im a t e  p r i n c i p l e  
t h a t  u n d e r l i e s  c r e a t i o n ,  p h y s i c a l  a s  w e l l  a s  m o ra l .  The 
m a t e r i a l  w orld  would n o t  e x i s t  i f  i t  had n o t  i t s  f i n a l  c a u se  
and e x p la n a t io n  i n  t h e  s p i r i t u a l #  S on sh ip  i s  th e  s e c r e t  o f  
i t s  b e in g  *###* T h e re fo re  th e  d iv in e  lo v e  c a n n o t  r e s t  i n  i t s  
c r e a t i v e  a c t i v i t y  th ro u g h  th e  s u c c e s s iv e  s t a g e s  o f  the  i n ­
o rg a n ic  and a n im a l  s p h e re s  t i l l  i t  has  embodied i n  i t s  works 
th e  l i k e n e s s  o f  i t s  i n n e r  c h a ra c te r *  God i s  e s e e n t i a l l y  and 
o f  H im se lf  p e r f e c t  lo v e ;  b u t  lo v e  im p l i e s  b o th  a g iv in g  and 
a  r e c e i v i n g  -  a d o u b le  p e r s o n a l i t y ;  and t h i s  d o u b le  p e r s o n a l i t y  
God in c lu d e s  i n  H im se lf  a s  F a th e r  and Son, th e  o r i g i n a t i v e  
and th e  d ep e n d en t love* And a s  a l l  c r e a t i o n  i s  i n  i t s  f i n a l
X# H. Goodwin, C h r i s t  and H um anity# pp. 6 5 5 -5 5 6 , s t a t e s ;"T h is  i d e n t i f y i n g  poweF o f  lo v e  i s  no l e s s  t h e  s o lv e n t  p r i n c i p l e  o f  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  th a n  o f  th e  a to n e m e n t ,  which i s  th e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  a d i v i n e  b e in g  w ith  h u m a n ity ,  n o t  by a  t r a n s f o r m a t io n  o f  th e  d i v i n e  n a tu r e  i n t o  th e  human, th e r e b y  l o s i n g  H is  d i v i n i t y ;  n o t  by th e  t r a n s f e r  o r  a d d i t i o n  o f  human q u a l i t i e s  to  H is  own -  any  more th a n  human g u i l t  was l i t e r a l l y  t r a n s f e r r e d  to  Him, o r  added to  H is innooenge -  b u t  by H is coming i n t o  th e  v e ry  c o n d i t i o n s  and l i m i t a t i o n s  o f  h u m a n ity ,  th ro u g h  H is  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  o f  i f le eh  and b lo o d ."2 .  See below#
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p u rp o se  b u t  th e  s e l f - p r o j e c t i o n  o f  th e  d i v i n e ,  o r  th e
r e a l i s a t i o n  w i th o u t  th e  Godhead o f  t h a t  s o n s h ip  which
e t e r n a l l y  e x i s t s  w i t h i n # i t  c an  on ly  f i n d  i t s  g o a l  i n  a
r a t i o n a l  and s p i r i t u a l  b e in g ,  who n o t  m e re ly  r e c e i v e s  b u t
r e t u r n s  lo v e  i n  a c o n s c io u s  fe l lo w s h ip #  The f i l i a l  w i l l
i n  us i s  n o t  s im p ly  o u r  human re sp o n s e  to  th e  d i v i n e ;  i t
has  i t s  r o o t  i n  th e  d i v i n e  n a tu re #  Man i s  made i n  the  image
o f  God b ec au se  he i s  th e  a n a lo g u e  i n  c r e a t i o n  o f  th e
u n c re a te d  S on , whose w o rk ing  i s  i n  him consummated##.# I t  i s
t h i s  f a c t  t h a t  makes th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  p o s s ib le #  Though a l l
c r e a te d  th i n g s  have t h e i r  ground i n  the  Bon, y e t  i n
in a n im a te  n a tu r e  o r  th e  p u r e ly  an im al w orld  th e y  do n o t
e x p re s s  H is  c h a r a c te r *  Man d o e s : b ecau se  he can  r e p r e s e n t
and re p ro d u c e  th e  Son a s  a  c e n t r e  o f  f r e e  s p i r i t u a l  o b ed ien c e
and a c t i v i t y #  T h e re fo re  th e  Logos can  p e r s o n a l l y  i d e n t i f y1H im se lf  w i t h ,  and r e v e a l  H im se lf  th ro u g h ,  h u m a n ity ."  Y et 
su ch  an  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  w i th  man under t h e  l i m i t s  o f  t im e  and
isp ace  im p l i e s  a  , a B e lf -e m p ty in g  o f  th e  Bon, f o r
though  c r e a t e d  i n  G o d 's  im ag e , "man s t i l l  rem a in s  s u b j e c t  
t o  th e  l i m i t a t i o n s  o f  h i s  f i n i t u d e #  He i s  p r e s e n t  h e r e ,  and 
n o t  t h e r e ;  he a p p e a rs  and d i s a p p e a r s  w ith  h i s  g e n e ra t io n #  
However f a r  h i s  know ledge d e v e lo p s ,  i t  i s  n o t  o m n isc ien ce* "  
To d i s c o v e r  j u s t  what th e  6 t  th e  Son o f  God
in v o l v e d ,  F o r r e s t  r e t u r n s  to  S c r i p t u r e .  From th e  G o sp e ls
1* F o r r e s t ,  The C h r i s t  Of H is to r y  And Of E x p e r ie n c e # pp . 183-184 8# I b i d # , p# 190*
59
t h e  most im p o r ta n t  f a c t  o f  a l l  em erges: th e  r e a l i t y  o f  th e
I n c a r n a t i o n .  "What t h i s  h u m i l i a t i o n  meant f o r  Him, what He
s u r r e n d e re d  by u n d e rg o in g  i t ,  th e y  j th e  A p o s t l e ;^  n e v e r
a t t e m p t  t o  e s t im a te #  T h a t i t  s i g n i f i e d  an  u n sp ea k ab le  c o s t ,
w hich was th e  e x p r e s s io n  o f  d iv in e  l o v e ,  i s  th e  p r e s u p p o s i t i o n
o f  a l l  t h e i r  a p p e a l s .  They r e s t  i n  th e  f a c t  o f  I n c a r n a t i o n ;
th e y  do n o t  se e k  to  d e f in e  o r  e x p l i c a t e  i t  i n  th e  r e g io n  o f
C h r i s t ' s  p e r s o n a l  e x p e r ie n c e # "  I t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  i n  th e
G o sp e ls  J e s u s  o f  N a z a re th  i s  c o n s id e re d  th e  Word made f l e s h ,
b u t  t h e  A p o s t le s  do n o t  a s c r i b e  to  Him a l l  th e  p r e r o g a t i v e s
b e lo n g in g  to  H is Godhead# "N oth ing  s u r e l y  i s  more o b v io u s
th a n  t h a t  S c r i p t u r e  r e c o r d s  a s s ig n  to  C h r i s t  a  p la c e  i n
hum an ity  i n  a d e f i n i t e  h i s t o r i c  s u c c e s s io n * "
W ith  th e  G o sp e l n a r r a t i v e  an  an c h o r  from  which he w i l l
n o t  d r i f t , F o r r e s t  exam ines th e  c e l e b r a t e d  p a s sa g e  i n  P a u l ' s
5 /l e t t e r  to  th e  P h i l i p p i a n s  a s  a d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  th e
"Vi/hatever i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  may be ad o p ted  o f  d e t a i l e d  p h r a s e s
i n  P h i l i p p i a n s  2 : 5 - 1 1 ,  th e  A p o s t le  c e r t a i n l y  d o es  n o t  mean
t h a t  th e  Son i n  becom ing man cea sed  t o  be d i v in e .  But i n
o r d e r  to  become man He made a n  u n sp ea k ab le  s u r r e n d e r  o f  some
1 .  F o r r e s t ,  The A u t h o r i t y  o f  C h r i s t , p* 87*2 . Ib id *  p . 59*J*S* W hale, C h r i s t i a n  D o c t r i n e , p* 9 9 ,  s a y s , "The f a c t  which c o n f r o n t s  us  i n  th e  New T estam en t i n  a l l  th e  wonder o f  i t s  p e r f e c t i o n  i s  a n  a c t u a l  human l i f e ,  which v/as a t  th e  same tim e  t r u e  human l i f e *  He was no phantom , a r c h a n g e l  or dem i-g o d ,  p la y in g  a human r o l e  on t h e  w orld ' s s t a g e ,  l i k e  A p o l lo  i n  th e  h a l l s  o f  A dm etus, i n  o rd e r  to  e d i f y  and 
i n s p i r e  u s ,  ' f o r  v e r i l y  he to o k  n o t  on him th e  n a tu r e  o f  a n g e l s ;  b u t  * * * th e  seed  o f  Abraham*' (Heb* 2 :1 6 ) "3* P h i l i p p i a n s  2 :6 -1 1 *
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1 » t \d iv in e  p r e r o g a t i v e s  im p lie d  i n  th e  e x p re ss io n s -O u K  9< pW ^VU 0J^^
j ^  jaV<TO TÙ àhod  /çJY4  â&Ç^ and jJiOptfvyU Sou\pu
/ \ ^  ja n ^  i s  i t  n o t  c l e a r  t h a t  i n  th e  A p o s t l e ' s  th o u g h t
t h e s e  two l |^ ( ^ ^ a n d  a r e  n o t  c o n c e iv e d  as
combined b u t  a s  r a d i c a l l y  c o n t r a s t e d ,  and t h a t  th e  a ssu m p tio n  
o f  th e  l a t t e r ,  t h e  s e r v a n t ' s  fo rm  o f  e x i s t e n c e ,  im p lie d  th e  
r e n u n c i a t i o n  o f  i t s  a n t i t h e s i s ,  t h e  d iv in e  form  o f  e x i s t e n c e  
o r  d iv in e  6 ^ ^ ?  I n  t h a t  c a s e  the_LLOp<pM i s  u s u a l l y
/  ^ I K i; ' V jQ  ^re g a rd e d  a s  a s s e n t i a l l y  i d e n t l e a l  v d th  .119.... ù ! iMX I  L ,,
He co u ld  n o t  become th e  I n c a r n a t e  S av io u r  o f  men w ith o u t  l a y in g  
a s i d e  powers o r  p r e r o g a t i v e s ,  th e  p o s s e s s io n  and e x e r c i s e  o f  
which were i n s e p a r a b l e  from  th e  d iv in e  s t a t e  o r  form  o f  
e x i s t e n c e # "  F o r r e s t  m a in ta in s  t h a t  St* P a u l  i n  t h i s  p a s s a g e
1 . F o r r e s t *  The O h r i s t  Of H i s t o r y  And Of E x p e r ie n c e , pp* 800-201: 
" I f  we c o n f in e  ou r th o u g h t  to  t h e , I n c a r n a t e  l i f e  i t s e l f ,  p ro b a b ly  we can n o t i n t e r p r e t  i t  b e t t e r  th a n  by s a y in g  t h a t  i t  meant th e  r e n u n c i a t i o n  by th e  Son o f  th e  m e ta p h y s ic a l  a t t r i b u t e s  o f  God -  o m n ip o ten ce , o m n is c ie n c e ,  om nipresence  # 
f o r  th e  f u l l e r  r e a l i z a t i o n  o f  t h a t  lo v e  w hich  i s  th e  inm ost n a t u r e  o f  th e  d i v i n e ,  "At t h i s  p o i n t ,  F o r r e s t  r e f e r s  t o  F a i r b a i r n ' 8 C h r i s t  i n  Modern T h e o l o g y ,  pp . 4 7 5 -  477 f o r  s u p p o r t ,H enry Goodwin, C h r i s t  And H um anity , p ,  5 5 8 , l ik e w is e  s u p p o r t s  t h i s  p o s i t i o n :  "The e s s e n t i a l  n a t u r e  o f  D e i t y ,  o r  th e  e s s e n t i a l  p a r t  o f  t h i s  n a t u r e ,  d o es  n o t  l i e  v;here we a r e  most a p t  t o  c o n c e iv e  i t ,  i n  th o s e  a t t r i b u t e s  t h a t  a r e  f u r t h e s t  from  o u r  r e a c h  and c o m p re h en s io n , b u t  i n  th o s e  t h a t  a r e  n e a r e s t  t o  us and w i t h i n  u s ,  v i z * , th e  m ora l o r  s p i r i t u a l ;  n o t  i n  H is e t e r n i t y  and i n f i n i t u d e ,H is o m n ip re se n c e , o m n ip o te n ce , and th e  l i k e ,  b u t  i n  H is  l o v e # Those a r e  th e  p h y s i c a l  c o n d i t i o n s  u n der which He e x i s t s  and h o ld s  r e l a t i o n s  to  th e  u n iv e r s e  -  th e  e q u ip ­m en t,  so t o  s p e a k ,  o f  His. n a tu r e  and s o v e re ig n ty #  T h is  i s  H is  inm ost and e s s e n t i a l  being# God p o s s e s s e s  o m n isc ien ce  and a l m i g h t i n e s s ;  He i s  c lo th e d  w ith  m a je s ty ,  b u t  He i s  love* Hence th e  fo rm er may be l a i d  a s i d e ,  o r  t e m p o r a l ! l y  r e l i n q u i s h e d  w i th o u t  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  or d e t r im e n t  t o  H is  D eity#  But God ca n n o t  re n o u n c e ,  o r  empty Himself,caC lo v e # "
S# F o r r e s t ,  The A u th o r i t y  Of C h r i s t * pp . 9 8 -9 9 .
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i s  n o t  w r i t i n g  w ith  th e  t e c h n i c a l  e x a c tn e s s  o f  a m e ta p h y s ic ia n ,
f o r  such  e x p r e s s io n s  a s  'b e i n g  tmde i n  th e  l i k e n e s s  (opolWjuioC )
o f  man’ would th e n  i n d i c a t e  an a p p a r e n t  r a t h e r  th a n  a  r e a l
In c a r n a t io n #  "The one t h i n g  p e r f e c t l y  p l a i n  i s  h i s  [ p a u l ’^
c e n t r a l  and d o m in a t in g  c o n c e p t io n  o f  th e  in co m p ara b le  s e l f -
d e n i a l  which C h r i s t  underw ent i n  H is  a ssu m p tio n  o f  hum anity1f o r  ou r r e d e m p t io n ."
Though F o r r e s t  d o es  n o t  ootmnit h im s e l f  to  one s p e c i f i c  
s t a t e m e n t  ab o u t th e  n a t u r e  o f  th e  K en osjs  # he d oes  q u o te  w ith  
a p p r o v a l  B ishop  O 'B r ie n ’ s  Charge 1863 , p .  105; " ’The D iv in e
Word seems to  h è  c l e a r l y  e x h ib i t e d  to  u s  t h e r e ’ ( i . e .  i n  th e
2H oly S c r i p t u r e s )  "as  g r e a t l y  changed i n  H is u n io n  w i th  f r a i l
hum anity* Not o n ly  was a l l  H is  h e a v e n ly  g lo r y  l a i d  b y ,  when
He ta b e r n a c le d  i n  th e  f l e s h , b u t  a l l  H is  i n f i n i t e  a t t r i b u t e s
and pow ers seem , f o r  th e  same t im e ,  to  have been  i n  a b e y a n c e ,
so t o  sp ea k . And by t h i s  som eth ing  more i s  meant th a n  t h a t
the  m a n i f e s t a t i o n  and e x e r c i s e  o f  them v/ere suspended  I t
a p p e a r s  t h a t  t h e r e  was n o t  m ere ly  a v o lu n ta r y  s u s p e n s io n  o f
th e  e x e r c i s e  o f  th em , b u t  a  v o lu n ta r y  r e n u n c i a t i o n  o f  th e
c a p a c i t y  o f  e x e r c i s i n g  them , f o r  th e  t i m e . - T h is  in v o lv e s  no
change o f  H is  e s s e n c e  o r  n a t u r e ;  and no d e s t r u c t i o n  o f  H is
D iv in e  p o w ers , a s  i f  th e y  had ceased  to  e x i s t ,  o r  l o s e  o f3th em , so t h a t  th e y  co u ld  n o t  be resum ed*’ " By t h i s  approved
1# F o r r e s t ,  The A u t h o r i t y  Of C h r i s t , pp . 99-100 .2 .  My i t a l i c s *3 .  F o r r e s t ,  The A u th o r i t y  Of C h r i S t ,  p .  9 3 , f n . l #
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q u o t a t i o n  p lu s  t h e  above d i s c u s s i o n s  on P a u l  and th e
G o s p e ls ,  i t  seems a b u n d a n t ly  c l e a r  t h a t  F o r r e s t  a p p ro v e s  o f  
/K61AV(T/3 a s  th e  e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  how th e  Word became f le s h *
Because o f  F o r r e s t ’ s e m p i r i c a l  a p p ro a c h ,  one can  u n d e rs ta n d
h i s  h e s i t a n c y  i n  d o g m a t is in g  ab o u t a n  a c t  which can o n ly  be
th e  p ro d u c t  o f  s p e c u l a t i v e  d ed u c tio n #  The r e s u l t  o f  th e  
/KCVU(jriS f th e  hum an ity  o f  C h r i s t ,  i s  t h e  im p o r ta n t  t h i n g
f o r  F o r r e s t ,  i n  any case*  In  s h o r t ,  t h e n ,  th e  Son, th e  L ogos,
em ptied  H im se lf  and became man, n o t  by a u n io n  w ith  human
n a tu r e  a s  Thom asius and F a i r b a i r n  a rg u e d ,  b u t  by d i v e s t i n g
H im se lf  o f  th o s e  a t t r i b u t e s  which were d i s t i n c t l y  d iv in e  **•
T h is  was p o s s i b l e  b ec au se  o f  th e  im a g e -^ re la t io n s h ip  betw een1Creator and c re a te d *  J e s u s  C h r i s t  was Son o f  man and Son of 
God*
The I n c a r n a t i o n  was r e # l  and n o t  a p p a r e n t ,  and th e  
hum anity  assumed by th e  Logos was d e f i n i t i v e  and genuine*
"So lo n g  a s  C h r i s t  was ’ i n  th e  f l e s h ’ , He was l im i t e d  by 
i t s  c o n d i t io n s #  He was s u b j e c t  to  th e  r e s t r i c t i o n s  o f  tim e  
an s  s p a c e ;  He was h e r e ,  n o t  t h e r e ;  w ith  d e f i n i t e  r e l a t i o n s  
to  th e  p e o p le  b e s id e  Him which He d id  n o t  s u s t a i n  to  th o se  
o u t s id e  t h a t  c i r c l e *  The i n f l u e n c e  a l s o  which Ho e x e r t e d  
o v e r  them was o f  t h e  same ty p e  a s  t h a t  w hich  we e x e r c i s e  o v e r  
one an o th e r#  I t  was th e  a f f l u e n c e  o f  a p e r s o n a l i t y  a s  
e x p re s s e d  th ro u g h  th e  u s u a l  p h y s i c a l  media o f  w o rd s , a c t s .
1* F o r r e s t , The A u th o r i t y  Of C h r i s t  * pp . 183-rl84,
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1and b e a r in g * "  Not o n ly  d id  H ia P h y s ic a l  l i f e  conform  t o
human l i m i t s ,  b u t  H is  i n t e l l e c t u a l  and m ora l l l f O 'd i d  a s  w e l l  -
a s  th e  G o sp e ls  p u t  beyond d is p u te *  T h is  does  n o t  » a s
2m entioned  e a r l i e r ,  deny  H is  d i v i n i t y  b u t  r a t h e r  r e c o g n i s e s  t h a t
H is  d i v i n i t y  was S e l f - r e s t r a i n e d  w i th in  th e  l i m i t s  and3c o n d i t i o n s  o f  humanity* Such a r e s t r i c t i o n  i s  even a p p l i e d
t o  h i s  own S e l f - r e o o g n i t i o n  a s  th e  d i v i n e  Logos; "The
I n c a r n a t e  r e t a i n e d  in d e e d  Hi.s c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  D e i ty ,  knew
H im se lf  to  be th e  E t e r n a l  S on , b u t  n e v e r  b ro k e  th ro u g h  th e
r e s t r i c t i o n  o f  th e  human n a t u r e  which He had v o l u n t a r i l y  4assum ed ."
I f  C h r i s t ’ s  hum anity  i s  so  c o n f i n i n g ,  i n  what way i s
th e  d iv in e  m a n ife s t  i n  th e  I n c a r n a te  l i f e ?  I s  i t  p o s s i b l e
f o r  God t o  be God u n der su ch  c i rc u m s ta n c e s ?  F o r r e s t  m a in ta in t
t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  two " e le m e n ts "  i n  H is p e r s o n a l i t y  which
d i f f e r e n t i a t e  Him from  H is  f e l l o w  men and im pel us to  a c c la im
Him a s  th e  I n c a r n a t e  Bon» The f i r s t  o f  th e s e  i s  s i n l e s s n e s s
and th e  s e c o n d .  L o rd sh ip  o r  M ed ia to rsh ip *  Under th e  above
c i r c u m s ta n c e s ,  "H is s i n l e s s n e s s  means t h a t  He d id  n o t  a t
any p o in t  o f  H is  p r o g r e s s iv e  e x p e r le n o e  d e f l e c t  from  th e5s p e c i f i c  i d e a l  o f  s e r v i c e  s e t  b e fo re  Him by God." T h is  i s
n o t  to  im p ly  t h a t  H is  moi'al p e r f e c t i o n  was superhuman and
co m p le te  from  th e  s t a r t ;  i t  w as , r a t h e r ,  a p e r f e c t i o n  p r o p e r6to  each  tim e and c i r c u m s ta n c e  o f  H is  l i f e *  T h is  s i n l e s s n e s s
1 * F o r r e s t  * The~Au^^^ t y  Of C h r i s t , pp * 348-549 •2* Above* p* 5,9*.5 , F o r r e s t , ap*.Cit*, p# 100*4* I b i d * , p* 90*5* I b i d * , p* 12*6 .  Ib id *  , p* 12*
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d e f i n i t e l y  p o i n t s  to  a un ique  f i l i a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  f o r  i t s
n m in te n an ce . The second e lem en t o f  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n .  H is
L o r d s h ip ,  i s  marked by C h r i s t ’ s un ique  s p i r i t u a l  a u t h o r i t y
and power -  "Not t h a t  th e  moumenal i n  C h r i s t ,  th e
e s s e n t i a l l y  d i v i n e ,  i s  d i s c e r n e d  a t  any  p o in t  a s  so m e th in g
s e p a r a t e  from  o r  l y i n g  a lo n g s id e  th e  phenom enal; i t  a p p e a rs
a s  phenom enal, b u t  i t  g iv e s  th e  phenomenal such  a u n iq u e
s i g n i f i c a n c e  and r e s u l t  a s  t o  s u g g e s t  and g u a ra n te e  a b s o lu t e
r e a l i t y *  The d iv in e  i s  n e v e r  th e r e  p u re  and s im p le ,  e i t h e r
i n  h i s  words o r  a c t s ,  b u t  a lw ays c lo th e d  i n  th e  human
w orking  th ro u g h  th e  p r o c e s s e s  o f  human th o u g h t  a s  t r u l y  a s1i t  e x p r e s s e s  i t s e l f  i n  human la n g u a g e ."  T h is  " e le m e n t ,"  t o o ,
p o i n t s  t o  a un ique  f i l i a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i n  O hi^lst. T h is
f i l i a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  becomes th e  v e ry  h e a r t  o f  F o r r e s t ’ s
a rg u m en t. The o n e , fu n d a m e n ta l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  w hich e n a b le s
J e s u s  C h r i s t  t o  be called a man and a t  th e  same tim e th e
I n c a r n a t e  Son o f  God i s  H is  " ’un ique c a m c i t y  o f  r e c e i v i n g ’2from  th e  F a th e r  . . . "  T h is  c a p a c i t y  i s  n o t  p a ran o rm a l b u t  
r a t h e r  o f  th e  t r u e  n a tu r e  o f  p e r f e c t ,  human s o n s h ip .  I t  i s  
C h r i s t ’ s human p e r f e c t i o n  which a rg u e s  f o r  H is  d i v i n i t y .
th e  p r e r o g a t i v e  o f  power which He p o s s e s s e d  r e v e a l s
’ th e  u n ex p lo red  t r u t h  o f  human n a t u r e ,  whose r e l a t i o n  i s3p e r f e c t e d  w i th  G o d ,’ and th u s  b e lo n g s  to  h u m an ity  i n  i t s  
t r u l y  norm al o r  i d e a l  s t a t e ,  y e t  th e  f a c t  t h a t  H is human
1. F o r r e s t ,  The A u t h o r i t y  Of C h r i s t , pp. 5 7 -3 8 .2 .  I b i d .  , p .  85.
5 .  I b i d . ,  qu o ted  from  M oberly , Atonement and P e r s o n a l i t y , p . 102
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n a t u r e  a lo n e  was norm al i n  a n  o th e rw is e  abnorm al r a c e  a rg u e s
i n  Him a s p e c i a l  i n t e r p o s i t i o n  o f  God, and th e  p re s e n c e  o f1th e  d iv in e  i n  a  supreme and t r a n s c e n d e n t  s e n s e . "  By h i s
human p e r f e c t i o n ,  by th e  c o m p le te n e ss  w ith  w hich  He em bodies2t h e  d iv in e  i n  h u m a n ity ,  He v e r i f i e s  H im se lf  a s  Son o f  God.
I t  i s  e v id e n t  t h a t  F o r r e s t  h a s  made a g r e a t  e f f o r t  t o
p r e s e n t  th e  K en o tic  Theory  i n  an  a c c e p ta b l e  l i g h t*  W ith  h i s
knowledge o f  th e  p r e v io u s  K en o tic  O h r i s t o l o g i e s  and th e
a d v e rs e  c r i t i c i s m  which th e y  ev oked , he o f f e r s  h i s  e x p la n a t io n
o f  p o i n t s  which he b e l i e v e s  a r e  c r i t i c a l *  T h is  he s e e k s  t o
a c co m p lish  w i th o u t  th e  l o s s  o f  th e  im p o r ta n t  a d v a n ta g e s
g e n e r a l  to  a l l  th e  K en o tic  t h e o r i e s .
F o r r e s t  i s  p re p a re d  to  a c c e p t  a l l  t h e  h e lp  t h a t  B i b l i c a l
c r i t i c i s m  can  o f f e r  him. He r i g h t l y  p e r c e iv e s  t h a t  th e
o b j e c t i v e ,  f a c t u a l  m a t e r i a l  o f  th e  B i b l e ,  when c o r r e c t l y
u n d e r s to o d ,  c a n ,o n ly  h e lp  o n e ’ s u n d e r s ta n d in g  o f  th e  m y s t e r i e s
3o f  f a i t h  and n o t  h in d e r  i t .  T h i s .u s e  o f  B i b l i c a l  C r i t i c i s m  
i s  p a r t  o f  th e  e m p i r i c a l  a p p ro ach  which F o r r e s t  assum es
1 F o r r e s t , The A u th o r i t y  o f  C h r i s t , p .  86 .é î  I b i d .  , p .  86. H enry Goodwin. o S r i s t  And H um anity , pp , 3 5 9 -  360 a g r e e s  w i th  t h i s  p o s i  t i  on: "The I r ic a rn a  t i  o n , i n  f a c t ,, .  , C o n s is te d  i n  a  d i v i n e  b e in g  coming u n d e r ,  and b e in gs u b j e c t  t o ,  a l l  human lav/s and .c o n d i t io n s  -  and becom ing th u s  a t r u e  and r e a l  man. What was s u p e r n a t u r a l  i n  Him, a s  H is  c h a r a c t e r  and m i r a c l e s ,  a r e  n o t  t o  be s u m a r i l y  pronounced  superhum an* o r  r e l e g a t e d  to  H is  d i v i n i t y  i n  d i s t i n c t i o n  from  H is  h u m an ity ,  b u t  adm it a t  l e a s t  o f  th e  q u e s t i o n  w h e th e r  th e y  do n o t  b e lo n g  to  t h a t  i d e a l  and p e r f e c t  hum anity  which C h r i s t  came to  r e a l i z e ,  and which i s  y e t  to  be r e a l i z e d  by H is  human b r e t h r e n . "3 . I b i d .  , p .  96.
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throughout; h i s  e n q u i r y ,  and p re v e n ts  him from  f a l l i n g  i n t o
some o f th e  s p e c u l a t i v e  e r r o r s  of T ho m asius , F a i r b a i r n  and 1
G ore. Thus F o r r e s t  makes no dogm atic  s t a te m e n ts  a b o u t  th e  
how o f  th e  b u t  r e s t s  i n  th e  f a c t  o f  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n
w h ich , l o g i c a l l y ,  demands some s o r t  o f  , T h is  f a c t
o f  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  i s  th e  man Je su s  who i s  r e v e a le d  to  us i n2S c r ip tu r e *  He i s  d e f i n i t e l y  a man; h i s  hum anity  i s  genuine*' 5He i s  l i m i t e d  i n  a l l  r e s p e c t s  a s  we a r e  l im i te d *  Such an
e x i n a n i t i o n  i s  n o t  w i th o u t  g r e a t  c o s t  t o  God th e  F a th e r  who
'g a v e  H is  o n ly  b e g o t te n  S o n ’ and to  God th e  Son who ’ though
He was r i c h ,  y e t  . . .  became p o o r* ’ F o r r e s t  b e l i e v e s  th e
K en o tic  T heory  g iv e s  p r o p e r  em phasis  and e x p r e s s io n  t o  God’ s
g r e a t  a c t  o f  re d e m p tio n  and love* God’ s s a c r i f i c e  i s  th e
" v e ry  q u a l i t y  t h a t  en dues  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  w i th  i t s  power o f5m oral a p p e a l , "  and s i g n i f i e s  w ith  what s e r io u s n e s s  God
1. F o r  ex am p le , i n  F a i r b a i r n ’ s  T h eo ry , t h e r e  i s  th e  c o n f u s io nwhich r e s u l t s  from  om nipotence w i l l i n g  i t s e l f  im po ten t*2 . F o r r e s t ,  i n  a  f o o t n o t e  i n  C h r i s t  o f  H i s t o r y , pp . 1 8 3 -1 8 4 ,s a y s , "The Bon i n  assum ing  manhood, became n o t  o n ly  a Man b u t  Man; and th u s  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  has  a u n i v e r s a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e . "  T h is  p o i n t  i s  n o t  d e v e lo p e d ,  how ever, and one g a t h e r s  t h a t  t h e  im p l i c a t io n  i s  u n i v e r s a l i t y  th ro u g h  t r u e  i n d i v i d u a l i t y , e . g .  a s  .Shake spaa  ïc? s I  a g o ,  so c a r e ­f u l l y  d raw n , awakens th e  r e c o g n i t i o n  o f  " t h e  I  ago" i n  a l l  o f  u s .
S. See ab o v e , pp* J684^ 6.3#4* "Any acknowledgem ent which f a l l s  s h o r t  o f  t h i s  c o n f e s s io n  L o f  C h r i s t ’ s e s s e n t i a l  D e i t y ,  which does n o t  r e c o g n i s e  t h a t  He was i n  a t r a n s c e n d e n t  sen se  one w i th  th e  F a t h e r , and t h a t  H is  s e l f - s a c r i f i c e  meant a s a c r i f i c e  undergone by th e  d i v i n e  n a tu r e  i t s e l f ,  f a i l s  to  do j u s t i c e  to  th e  . s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  H is  p e r s o n a l i t y * " F o r r e s t , The A u th o r i ty  
Of C h r i s t * p* 49 .Ô* F o r r e s t  , The O h r i s t  Of H i s t o r y  And Of E x p e r ie n c e  * p ; 803*
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c o n s i d e r s  s i n ;  "#*# bhe d e p th  and r i c h e s  o f  God’ s lo v e  can
n e v e r  be c o n c e iv e d  a r i g h t  foy him who does n o t  know som eth ing
o f  t h e  u n sp e a k a b le  s u r r e n d e r  which God H im se lf  made i n  o rd e r
t o  a c h ie v e  th e  r e c o n c i l i a t i o n *  W ith ou t t h i s ,  s i n  i s  n o t  s e e n
i n  i t s  e s s e n t i a l . d a r k n e s s ,  and d e s t r u c t i v e  f o r d e , . a n d  th e
m ercy o f  God l o s e s  f o r  us i t s  i r r e ; s i . s t i b l e  a t t r a c t i o n  and 1
f i n a l  g l o r y . " T h is  em phasis  on th e  e t h i c a l  a s p e c t  o f  God’ s, 
s a c r i f i c e  i s  f u r t h e r  su p p o r te d  by F o r r e s t ’ s i n s i s t e n c e  t h a t  
God’s a c t  i s  f r e e *  S in  m ight n e c e s s i t a t e  s a l v a t i o n »  b u t  i t  
i s  w i th in  God’ s f r e e »  s e l f  "^determined n a t u r e  t o  choose  such  
a  c o u r s e  o f . a c t io n *  =
The above p o i n t s  o f  em phasis  have been made to  a 
g r e a t e r  o r  l e s s  e x t e n t  by th e  p re v io u s  K eno tio  t h e o r i s t s »  
b u t  t h e r e  a r e  c e r t a i n  l im o v a t io n a  which F o r r e s t  makes. F i r s t »  
t h e i ^ i s  a d e f i n i t e  a t te m p t  i n  t h i s  th e o ry  to  e sc a p e  th e  
l o g i c a l  c o n t r a d i c t i o n s  in v o lv e d  i n  any  ’’h y p o s t a t i c  u n i o n .”
Man» c r e a t e d  i n  th e  image o f  God » s h a re s  h i s  m o ra l and 
s p i r i t u a l  s o n s h ip  w ith  C h r i s t  * Man i s  th e  ’’a n a lo g u e  i n  
c r e a t i o n  o f  t h e  u n c r e a te d  S o n .” T h e re fo re  i t  i s  n o t  n e c e s s a r y  
f o r  F o r r e s t»  a s  i t  was f o r  Thom asius and F a i r b a i r n ,  to  speak 
o f  th e  L ogos’ u n io n  w ith  human n a t u r e ,  b u t  F o r r e s t  cou ld  
sp ea k  o f  t h e .Son^becoming man d i r e c t l y  by em pty ing  H im se lf .
Such a th e o ry  d o es  g i v e ’ c o n t i n u i t y  to  th e  whole o f  th e  
c r e a t e d  w orld and does  a v o id  th e  p rob lem  o f  th e  two M atures*
1* F o r r e s t .  The A u t h o r i t y  Of Q h r i e t . p .  40*2* See F a i r b a i r n  i n  l o o *6* F o r r e s t ,  The C h r i s t  Of H i s to r y  And Of E x p e r i e n c e . p* 185*
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At th e  same t im e ,  by so d e s i g n a t i n g  our s o n s h ip ,  F o r r e s t  
i s  a b le  to  e x p r e s s  th e  g r e a t n e s s  o f  God’s lo v e  "for h i s  
c r e a t io n *
S econd , F o r r e s t  a v o id s  th e  d u a l is m  which marks th e
t h e o r i e s  o f  Edwards and Gore by m a in ta in in g  t h a t  i n  C h r i s t
t h e r e  was o n ly  one c e n t r e  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  one p e r s o n a l i t y  -1t h a t  o f  th e  Word made f l e s h * E m p i r ic a l ly  one i s  a b le  to  
make no o th e r  a s s e r t i o n ,  f o r  "When • * * * w g  sp ea k  o f  two minds 
o r  two w i l l s  a s  u n i t e d  i n  H is  p e r s o n ,  we a r e  n o t  r e a d in g  from
th e  f a c t s * ” Even G o re ’s e x p la n a t io n  o f  C h r i s t ,  who by
n a tu r e  must re m a in  i n  some m easure God, l i v i n g  from  two c e n t r e s  
i s  n o t  s a t i s f a c t o r y  to  F o r r e s t*  I n  f a c t  i t  i s  t h i s  d u a lism  
he i s  t r y i n g  to  av o id s  " I s  i t  n o t ,  how ever, r a t h e r  e x t r a ­
v ag a n t to  r e g a rd  t h i s  a n  an i n s t a n c e  o f  a  p e r s o n a l i t y  l i v i n g  
from  two d i f f e r e n t  c e n t r e s ?  I n  any c a s e ,  th e  c e n t r e s  a r e  
n e c e s s a r i l y  i n t e r - r e l a t e d , w hich  im p l ie s  some bond o r
p r i n c i p l e  o f  u n i f i c a t i o n .  How, t h e n , do th e y  i l l u s t r a t e  th e
3two non-con im un ica ting  c o n s c io u s n e s s e s  o f  th e  Logos?” I f
/th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  and th e  a r e  t o  have any  r e a l
m ean ing , t h e r e  must be  o n ly  one c e n t r e  o f c o n s c io u s n e s s .
" i t  i s  q u i t e  ’ u n s c r i p t u r a l ,  though  th e  p r a c t i c e  i s  su p p o r te d  
by s t r o n g  p a t r i s t i c  a u t h o r i t y ,  to  r e g a rd  th e  Lord d u r in g  H is  
h i s t o r i c  l i f e  a s  a c t i n g  now by H is human, and now by H is 
d iv in e  n a t u r e  o n l y . ” What He d o e s ,  He does w i th  H is  whole
1* F o r r e s t ,  The C h r i s t  Of H i s to r y  And Of E x p e r ie n c e , p* 199.2* F o r r e s t*  The A u th o r i t y  Of G h r i s t . p p . 8 9 -9 0 .
3* F o r r e s t ,  The C h r i s t  Of H i s to r y  And Of E x p e r ie n c e  * p .  803*
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personality*  i t  i s  the same u n ity  of peroonaX .l i f e  which
ie  présent throughout* This la  the unquestionable Impreoaion
l o f t  by the records* In  no oaae doea Ho apeak or ac t merely
00 God or merely aa man, but in  a l l  oaooo aa Ood manifest 1in  f le sh * ” Such aingleneo© of eonooiouaneaB and un ity  of 
porBoaaXity do not doetroy the d iv in ity  of C h r is t | Forrost 
GtateBf "The Incarnate  re ta in ed  indeed Ilia oonaciouanees o f  
D eity , %rm\7 Himself to  be the E terna l Bon* but never broke 
through th e  ra e tr io tlo n a  of the human nature  which He haciav o l u n t a r i l y  aoaumea*” T h is  argum ent m i n i m i a n y  G o l f -  
awarenoGS o f  a m o ta p h y a lc o l  n a tu r e  and emphacl^see th e  s p i r i t u a l  
and m oral aapoctG  o f  C l i r i a t ’a awarenooo* F or F o r r o a t  such  
a  view l a  o l o s e r  to  t h e  a c t u a l  f a c t a  o f  th e  s i t u a t i o n *  He 
b e l lo y e a  t h a t  i f  one t r e a t s  th e  "words o f  o u r  Lord r e g a r d in g  
H lm ee lf  m  apoken p r i m a r i l y  i n  a r e l i g i o u s  r a t h e r  th a n  a  
m e ta p h y s ic a l  eenue i t  •«« ^ o u l ^  be e x e g e t i c a l l y  c o r r e c t , 
and *#* ^m u ld ] g iv e  a t r u e  r e a d in g  o f  H is  a c t u a l  coneciouanGBS*”
1* F o r r e a t *' The A u th o r i ty  Of C h r i s t . p* 84» and q u o t in g  v^oo too tt  * E n i01ie" t o ' t h e  nehrevm . p»66*ib id *  * p.* 90#
E a r l i e r ,  I n  The O h r i a t  Of H io t o r y  And Of Exéeriencew p# 8 0 0,F o r  r o o t  fiia in taxnea t h a t  ' " 'tne  • î m x i e n a ^ ï e  eg o ^ 'lm o  l i v e d  and th o u g h t  u nd er t r u e  human o o n d i t io n o  knew H im se lf  t o  be th e  Ooa who d w e lt  i n  th e  g lo r y  o f  t h e  F a th e r  b e f o r e  th e  w orld  tvasj knew t h e r e f o r e  t h a t  th e  v e ry  eaaerice and p r i n c i p l e  o f  a l l  a o n a h lp  was i t s e l f  i n c a r n a t e  i n  Him#And I t  Who bocauoe He was ooneoiouo o f  t h i s  t h a t  Hi© s e l f - d i s o l o e u r e  n e o e o o a r i ly  to o k  th e  fo rm  o f  a - o e l f -  a s s o r t i on which c o u ld  n o t  b e lo n g  to  a  no rm al a im le s s  hu m an ity * ” T h is  i s  o b v io u s ly  a  more p r i m i t i v e ,  s t a tondent Which in v o lv e s  F o r r e s t  i n  d e f i n i t e  m e ta p h y o lc a l  p ro b le m s ,  b u t  i t  d o e s  s e rv e  t o  I l l u s t r a t e  and emphaslKO th e  d i r e c t i o n  o f  F o r r e s t ’ s  th o u g h t .
3* Ib id *  * pp* 35-36#
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T h i r d , F o r ro a t  l a  a b le  to  a p e a k , w ith o u t  c o n fu s lo B ,
a b o u t tliB hum anity  o f  G h r io t  l a  r a l a t l o n a h i p  .w ith  Ood th e
Father* BaeauBO Ohriet’s fundamental oharaoteristic i s  Hie
u n iq u e  a â p a o i ty  of r e c e i v i n g ,  F o r r e s t  in  able to a s s o r t
without reservation the Integrity of Christ’s humanity*
Somewhat paradoxically, it io  th e  oom pletenoeo  and p e r f e c t i o n
o f  Christ’s humanity w hich  argue most for H ie d iv in i ty #  "The
em p h asis  w hich He p u ts  on I l ia  own p e r s o n a l i t y  l a  an  a s a o r t i o n ,
n o t  o f  H is  Independence o f  th e  F a th e r ,  but of th e  o n t ir erness
of His depondencG upon Him, of the perfect response which He
i s  conscious that Ho a lo n e  offers to the F a th e r ’ s  w i l l ,  and1*by v i r t u e  of w hich He h o ld s  a unique suprem acy over men* ”
He is  normal In an otherwise abnormal race, a^ id such 
n o rm a li ty  s i g n i f i e s  th e  " p re s e n c e  of t.ho d iv in e  In a ounreme 
and transcendent aenae#"
T h is  o o n s ia te n o y  i n  F o r r e s t ’ s  th e o ry  i a  g e n e r a l l y , b u t  
not c o m p le te ly ,  tru e *  -Though he does advocate the em ploym ent 
of oritioal^mplrical methods, there a r e  two argum en te  based 
upon sheer speculation, w hich cannot be supported# The 
fir st argument ooneerne the expression and nature of God’s 
love; "F o r w h ile  Ood’o creative a c t io n  is  a s  r e a l l y  as h i s  
redomptiva th e  e x p re o a io n  o f  Ills lovo, i t  i s  not from  th e  
moral point of view as high a manifestation of it* His 
forgiveness of the disobedient is  a greater revelation of
1# Forrest, The Authority Of Christ # pp# EM#E5* 8* Ibid*, p* 8GV
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goodiiosfô than Hie beneflocmoe to the faithful* This is  00
Iabsolutely; and i t  In doubly ao rolativoly to uo, the sinful* ” 
To draw attention to the fact that God’a oreativo and 
redemptive work represent two different manifoetaticmo of 
Odd’s infinite love le  quite understandable, but to maintain ■ 
that these two exproeeiona vary in degree ao well as kind la 
surely opeculativo to an exceae# To atate do pooitively that 
one oxpreeelon of love is greater than another -  oven morally 
speaking is  to aaaert more Imowleclga than le available. One 
would have to claim aocooe to thoughta which are not like 
our thoughts and ways which are not like our wayo before mch 
intimate and immediate knowledge could be advanced aa 
argument* The redemptive oxproacion of Ood’e lovo ie 
wonderful beyond a ll compréhension, and this in itse lf  would 
exclude comparison# No IO0 0  can be oaid of Hie creative acts* 
♦Great ia the Lord, and greatly to be praised; and IrlB 
greatne00 le unsearchable*♦ (Pa# 145;0 ) 1  The oaoond 
epeculativo argument concerns the nature and iixter^ralation of 
the Trinity: "God ie omoentlally and of Hlmoelf perfect love; 
but lovo implleo both a giving and a receiving -  a double 
peraomllty; and this double personality God includes in
Himself ao Father and 8 on, the originative and the dependent6love*" ThlB speculation hue three grave oonBeciuencoG:
1* f o r r o a t  . ' ^TWrXu . Of C h r l a t .  p# 543*8* B« Brunner in the Mediator* 'p* 349# fn*. 1, oaya, "It r/ae the error of the KenoDia doctrine *.** that it  tried to give a peycholo^ of the God-imn#"3* F o r r a o t f  The Q h r i e t  Of H la to r y  And Of E x p e r ie n c e  # p* 183,
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a )  i t  Im p l ie s  t W t  God th e  F a th e r  l a  n o t  e s o o n t i a l l y  and
o f  H im se lf  l o v e . wMoh d e n i e s  t h e  v e ry  b a a ia  upon w hich
Forreet le building# Rather It la true that God needa lovo,
n ee d s  r e l a t i o n o M p  to be c o m p le te ;  t h e r e f o r e  th e  " o r i g i n a t i v e ”1necoGOltotoo the "dependent” love. Only then, by Forroat’a 
above argument, is  i t  pooelble to have love in Ood* (b) If
God’s  lo v e  im p l i e s  a  d o u b le  p e r s o n a l i t y ,  and i f  God i s ,  qge
a  r e s u l t ,  p e r f e c t  l o v e ,  th o n  t h e r e  c a n  be l i t t l e  o r  no 
reaoon, i n  th e  final onalyeie, for th e  Holy Bplrlt. (c) T h is  
statement a b o u t  the nature o f  lo v e  a la o  Implleo t h a t  God l o  
not all**in-all; Ho i e  not o e l f - o u f f iqlent tout r e q u i r e s  Another 
to fu lf i l l  t h e  love rolationahlp* T h is  d e p e n d e n t  O th e r  cannot 
e x  hvDotheol, bo o f  H ie very " e e e e n c e ” , f o r  i f  I t  w e re ,  th e  
a c t  o f  lo v e  would to© d u p l ic a te d #  Such duplication would 
preclude any true giving and receiving. Thlo argument Of 
Forrcct’o puts a limit upon God’a Being* Even ohould one 
agree to s u b o r d i n a t i o n  i n  tho Godhead (eeo bolow), t h a t  
would not l a  th e  least n e g a te  th e  above th ro e  otooervationc# 
There la one further problem which arlaec in ooimooticn
v /lth  t h e  p e r f e c t i o n  o f  hum anity  v;hioh F o r r o a t  aocritoeo  t o3O h r le t*  I f  O h r i a t  wa© i n  a l l  ways human, how was i t  p o o o ib le
1# I f  F o r r e o t ’ e " d o u b le  p o r o o n a l i t y ” i%idloati%v^ two e o p a r a to  f u n c t i o n s  moans a n y th ix ig ,  i t  mu a t  mean each  a. d i o t l n c t l o n .  
2m F o r r o a t ,  The Q h r i e t  Of H ie to r v  And Of E x n e r le n c a . p# 188*8. Forrest, Tne Author I ' o  t '* pfe* ' ■
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f o r  Him to  be c o n s c io u s  o f  D e ity ?  I n  an e a r l i e r  p a s sa g e  
F o r r e s t  s t a t e d ;  "The I n c a r n a t e  r e t a i n e d  in d eed  H is  c o n s c io u s ­
n e s s  o f  D e i ty ,  knew H im se lf  t o  be th e  E t e r n a l  Bon, b u t  n e v e r
b ro k e  th ro u g h  th e  r e s t r i c t i o n s  o f  th e  human n a t u r e  which He1had v o l u n t a r i l y  assum ed*” But i s  su ch  S e l f - c o n s o io u s n e s s  
ev en  p o s s ib l e ?  How was i t  p o s s i b l e ,  under th e  c i r c u m s ta n c e s ,  
f o r  Him to  be c o n s c io u s  o f  D e i ty  i n  any way? Buch c o n s c io u s ­
n e s s ,  by i t s  v e ry  n a t u r e ,  would s t i l l  im p ly  d i v i n e  c a p a c i t y2i n  some s e n s e ,  and t h i s  i n  no way co u ld  be c o m p a t ib le  w i th
t r u e  humanity* A g a in ,  i f  F o r r e s t  were a b le  t o  m a in ta in  t h i s
p o s i t i o n ,  he w o u ld , u l t i m a t e l y ,  c o n f ro n t  th e  same problem
o f  th e  u n io n  o f  N a t u r e s ,  which t r o u b le d  Thom asius and
F a i r b a i r n  and which F o r r e s t  h a s  s p e c i f i c a l l y  t r i e d  to  a v o id  3h im se lf*
The above c r i t i c i s m s  p e r t a i n  to  i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s  w i th in  
F o r r e s t ’ s s y s te m , b u t  e q u a l ly  s e v e re  p rob lem s a r i s e  i f  th e  
th e o ry  i s  used  a s  th e  b a s i s  f o r  a fo rm a l  and i n t e g r a t e d  
Gh r io to lo g y *  B ecause o f  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  th e  / s  and
th e  r e s u l t i n g  I n c a r n a t i o n ,  F o r r e s t  i s  f o r c e d  to  ad o p t  a
1* F o r r e s t ,  The A u th o r i t y  Of C h r i s t * p ,  90,. H* Goodwill a t  tW is p 6 ln t  wouid d i s a g r e e  and m o ld  m a in ta in  t h a t  i n  becom ing man God renounced  H is  d e i f i c  c o n s c io u s ­ness*  C h r i s t  And H um anity , p . 355*2* B ru c e ,  H u m i l i a t i o n * p* 1 8 7 ,  s a y s  a b o u t  th e  C o n t in e n ta lK e n o t i c i s t  Gees a t  a  s i m i l a r  p o in t :  " C o n ta c t  w ith  f l e s h  i s  f a t a l  t o  th e  f r e e ,  c o n s c io u s  l i f e  o f  God ; i t  i s  a  p lunge  i n t o  a L e th e  s tream ^  which in v o lv e s  l o s s  o f  s e l f -  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  and t h e r e w i th  o f  th e  d i v i n e  a t t r i b u t e s  o f  o m n is c ie n c e ,  o m n ip o te n ce , o m n ip re sen c e , and even  o f  e t e r n a l  h o l i n e s s . "3* Above, p* 68.
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1s u b o r d in a t io n  v iew  o f  th e  T r i n i t y *  The d i v i n e  L ogos, th e
Bon, em p tie s  H im se lf  and  i s  changed ( o r  re d u c e d )  i n t o  a  man* 
H is  l i f e  a s  man i s  c o m p le te ly  c o n f in e d  by th e  norm al
l i m i t a t i o n s  i n h e r e n t  i n  a l l  f l e s h ,  and th e  e x e r c i s e  o f  a l l  h i s  
d iv in e  powers i s  r e l i n q u i s h e d .  T hat means t h a t  i f  God i s  
y e t  to  r u l e ,  c o n t r o l ,  and g ov ern  th e  whole o f  c r e a t i o n  and 
a t  th e  same t im e  s u s t a i n  th e  f a c t  o f  the  I n c a r n a t i o n ,  He must 
s t i l l  rem ain  God i n  a l l  h i s  f u l n e s s  and m a je s ty ,  F o r r e s t  
m a in ta in s  t h a t  t h i s  i s  p o s s i b l e ,  f o r  i t  i s  o n ly  th e  Bon who 
i s  I n c a r n a t e  and n o t  God th e  F a t h e r .  God th e  F a t h e r ,  th e  
o r i g i n a t i v e  l o v e ,  i s  a b le  t o  r e l i n q u i s h ,  f o r  a t im e ,  God the  
Bon, th e  d ependen t lo v e .  What h as  o cc u rred  i s  th e  
i n t e n s i f i c a t i o n  o f  th e  dependence  o f  th e  Bon upon God th e  
F a th e r*  T h is  s u b o r d in a t io n  view  o f  th e  T r i n i t y ,  a s  p ro ­
pounded by F o r r e s t ,  g iv e s  r i s e  t o  a t  l e a s t  f o u r  p o s s i b l e  
p rob lem s: ( a )  I f  God th e  Son so im pov erished  H im se lf  a s  to  
become a human b e in g  l i m i t e d  i n  a l l  ways a s  we a r e  l i m i t e d  
and dependen t upon God as  we a r e  dependen t upon God, th e n  
would t h e r e ,  in d e e d  be an  I n c a r n a t i o n  a t  a l l ?  Would th e r e  
n o t  b e ,  a s  P r o f e s s o r  B a i l l i e  s u g g e s t s ,  a pagan  m etam orphosis  -  
th e  c r e a t i o n  o f  a n o th e r  man -  r a t h e r  th a n  God dwellin^y
1* Bee d i s c u s s i o n  on p a g e s 5 6 ;^ above w ith  t h i s  a d d i t i o n a l  f a c t  i n  mind ; t h a t  th e  t h r e e  P e rso n s  were d i s t i n c t  enough f o r  on ly  one t o  become man. U n less  t h i s  i s  c o n c e iv ed  a s  
S u b o rd in a t io n is m ,  i t  would have to  be T r i t h e i s m .  However, from  th e  t im e  o f  I s r a e l ,  M onotheism h as  been  a t  th e  v e ry  c e n t r e  o f  r e l i g i o u s  c o n v ic t i o n .  ’H e a r ,  0 I s r a e l :  The Lord our God i s  one L o r d . ’ (D eu t.  6 :4 )*
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1with « s .  T r a d i t i o n ,  a l e c ,  cloea n o t  su p p o r t  such  a theory
o f  m etam orphosis ; i n  f a c t ,  it  i s  s p e c i f i c a l l y  a g a i n s t  such  a
view  that th e  ’Athanasian C re e d ’ speaks  ; "Who, a l th o u g h  he
be God and man, yet he i s  n o t  tw o, b u t  one Christ; on e , n o t
by c o n v e rs io n  o f  th e  Godhead into Flesh, b u t by t a k in g  o f
3 ..................th e  manhood i n t o  God." (b )  Were i t  possible to  d i s r e g a r d  
P r o f e s s o r  B a i l l i e ’ a a rg u m e n ts ,  F o r r e s t  would s t i l l  have to 
f a c e  a f u r t h e r  p rob lem  b e f o re  e s t a b l i s h i n g  the r e a l i t y  o f  th e  
I n c a rn a t io n #  The Bon, who became In o a ra ia te ,  i s  s u b o rd in a te
1* H* Goodwin, C h r i s t  And H um anity , p# 35? a r r i v e s  at su b -  s ta n t i  a l l y  th e  ' same' c o n c lu s io n ;  " I t  i s  c o n c e iv a b le  t h a t  th e  s e l f - d i r è ï ip t iv e  a c t  by which th e  Son em ptied  H im se lf  o f  H is  e q u e \ l i ty  w ith  God was only a p a r t i a l  w i th h o ld in g  o f  t h a t  d i v i n e  en e rg y  o r  s e l f -c o m m u n ic a t io n  on th e  p a r t  o f  th e  F a th e r  which is  term ed e t e r n a l  g e n e r a t i o n .  I n  o th e r  w o rd s ,  i t  i s  c o n c e iv a b le  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  i n  the  Godhead th e  same power and c a p a c i ty  f o r  th e  Logos to  empty H im s e l f ,  o r  re d u ce  His divinity to th e  form  and l i m i t a t i o n s  o f  h u m an ity , a s  th e r e  is  f o r  i t s  e t e r n a l  d e r i v a t i o n  and c o n t in u a n c e  i n  the form  o f  God*”2# D*M. B a i l l i e ,  God Was I n  C h r i s t , pp# 96-97;"If, how ever, th e  K e n o t i c i s t  .#* r e g a r d s  J e s u s  a s  in e v e ry  s e n s e  a man, a  human p e r so n  .## th e n  th e  s i t u a t i o n  becomes s t i l l  s t r a n g e r#  The l e n o t i c i s t  would th e n  be in v o lv ed  in saying t h a t  He who b e fo re  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  had been a d i v i n e  Being now tu rn e d  into a man, w ith  human i n s t e a d  o f  d iv in e  a t t r i b u t e s ,  f o r  the time. He had been  God, but now He was a man# I f  ta k e n  i n  a l l  i t s  i m p l i c a t i o n s , that seems more l i k e  a pagan s t o r y  of m etam orphosis  th a n  l i k e  the C h r i s t i a n  d o c t r i n e  o f  I n c a r n a t i o n ,  which has a lw ays found i n  th e  l i f e  o f  J e s u s  on e a r t h  God and man in s im u lta n e o u s  u n io n  -  the Godhead ’v e i l e d  i n  f l e s h ’ but n o t  changed into h u m a n i ty .”Bee a l s o  A*J. Mason, The Fall;h  o f  G o s p e l . p* 138.3 .  My i t a l i c s #
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t o  and d ep en d en t upon th e  F a t h e r ;  th u s  I t  i s  n o t  r e a l l y  
God b u t  d ep end en t lo v e  which h as  become In c a rn a te *  I t  i s  
n o t  a t r u e  I n c a r n a t i o n  i n  th e  C h r i s t i a n  s e n s e ,  b u t  a lo v e  
Token from  God to  man* The Word which was w ith  God became 
f l e s h ,  b u t  n o t  th e  Word which was God, God, H im s e l f ,  rem ains  
o v e r  and above i t  a l l *  (o )  The g r e a t  c r e e d s  and t r a d i t i o n s  
o f  th e  Ohàroh have n e v e r  su p p o r te d  a view o f  I,he T r i n i t y ,
1# " J e s u s  C h r i s t  on t h i s  th e o ry  may be ’Very God’ •#* ••  Hei s  c e r t a i n l y  n o t  ’P e r f e c t  God*’" J.M* G re e d ,  The D i v i n i t y  o f  J e s u s  C h r i s t * p* 79*
’I n  th e  b e g in n in g  was th e  Word, and th e  Word was w ith  God, and th e  Word was God’ (John  1 :1 )
H icene C reed : ’But th o s e  who * * * a f f i r m  t h a t  the^S on  of God ^is^of a n o th e r  s u b s ta n c e  o r  e s sence 6 i r o c r f j s  oucrfots ) o r  i a  c r e a t e d ,  o r  m u ta b le ,  o r  v a r i a b l e  -  th o se  men th e  c a t h o l i c  end a p o s t o l i c  C hurch o f  God anathema t  i  sue s ,
C a lv in *  I n s t i t u t e s * Bk# I ,  Gh* 1 3 ,  sec* 7 : "B ut t h ec l e a r e s t  e x p la n a t io n  i s  g iv e n  by J o h n ,  when he s t a t e s  t h a t  th e  Word which was from  th e  b e g in n in g ,  God and w ith  God (my i t a l i c s ) ,  w as, t o g e t h e r  w ith  God th e  F a t h e r ,  th e  maker o f  a l l  th in g s * "
"The d o c t r i n e  o f  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  a s s e r t s  t h a t  C h r i s t  i s  b o th  God and Man* We do n o t  u n d e rs tan d  t h i s  a s  im p ly in g  t h a t  J e s u s  a c te d  i n  two a l t e r n a t i n g  c a p a c i t i e s  -  now a s  God and now a s  Man -  b u t  r a t h e r  t h a t  i n  a l l  H is a c t i o n s  and e x p e r ie n c e s  He i s  b o th  God and Man*" D o c t r in e  i n  t h e  Church o f  England * p* 75*
"The Church a f f i rm e d  b o th  N a tu re s  each  i n  i t s  c o m p le te n e s s ,  and the  r e a l i t y  o f  t h e i r  u n io n * ” I b i d * , p* 74*
77
w hich  has  in v o lv e d  BiiborciihatipnlBm*^ « a s  th e  f o u r t h  
c e n tu r y  s t r u g g l e  a g a in s t - A r ia n ia m - m a k e s 'e x p l i c i t#  ■* 
Thera  i s ,  howevci*, one s t r a n d  o f  O h r i s t i a n  t r a d i t i o n ,  
w hich a d o p ts  a " s o c i a l "  v iew  o f  t h e  T r i n i t y ,  i #e# 
th r e e  p e r s o n a l i t i e s  i n  one Godhead o r  a u i l i ty  o f  
t h r e e  )?ersons# T h is  t r a d i t i o n  s t a r t s  w i th  th e  
Oapx^aclooian F a t h e r s  an d  f i n d s  s u p p o r t  among such  
A n g lican  aeh b la i’ s  #s- PnofssBoj? Olétnçnt V/sbb"  ^ a n a  
p n o f e ç m r  Xiconand Hocîgson.-^ P c n r c s t  by th e o r y  i f
1 guiounque, V n lt: "So the ï'atheï* iB Clod.,' the 0on i sObd, and th e  Holy Ôhost i s  ^ c i j  and  ye t,  t h e r e  a r e' n o t  t h r e e  âodsV h u t  one ,0cn;ï» . 80 l i k e w is e  th eP a th e r  i s  .Iioi’d ,  th e  Son Loyd, ahd th e . Holy Q hpët .i io rd j  and y e t  h o t  th yee  lA h d s , .hut -OnbAHor#;- 
F o r  l i k e  a s  we a r e  b b r # è l l e d  by  th e  QhrI s t l a h  v o f  i t y  to  ' acknow ledge e v e ry  g b rs o n  by hlmBel#' t o  . he Ck)d and. .LorcLf so a r e  we ■fGrhidde.n'.hy th e  o a t h o i i o  r e i l g i o n  to  say> t h è r e  h e  t h r e e  G ods,
■ o r  thï?ee l o f d s » "O a lv in ,  i n s t i t u t e s . 1, Gh* 13,  s e c . ' l 7 i . ” fh e  w o rd s ,  -l?ather> s e n ,  and Holy # , i r l t , . O e r t a in ly  i n d l o a t e  a r e a l  d l s t i h o t l o o ,  n o t  a l l o w i n g  u s  t o  suppose  t h a t  t h s ÿ  a r e  « b r e l y  e p i t h e t s  by  w hich  
God i s  y a r i o u s l y  -dba lgnb toa  from  h i s  w r k s , .G t i l l  th e y  i n d i c a t e  a i  StI n c t l b n  o n ly  * n o t  d i v i s i o n . "  
('niy ' i t a ï t e s )  -ÿh is  i s ' a  b a r b f u i iy : .  M  to  o v o id  th e  d an g e r  o f  Modolista oh  th e  one hand and S 'u b o rd in a tio n tam  ( l o g i c a l l y  p o iy th e is in )  on t h e  o t h e r  # h a ie *  i f . a * .G h r is t ia h  B o o t r i n e * : p* 119; "God i s  one . 'tuhe •d o e tr i 'n e ■ o f  th e  t r i n i t y  o k b l u d e s ,any a c t i v i t y  on th e  p a r t  o f  th e  .Son o r  th e  'S p i r i t  w h ich  IS  h o t  e g u a i ly  th e  work o f  th e  p a th e a * » * ’*
2 P r o f e s s o r  G le w n t  G*,d.. Wbhb, God and .p e r s o n a l i t y ,
G i f f o r d  l e o t u r e s ,  1018.,
3 P r o f e s s o r  L eo n a rd  Hodgson, The ib o c tr ln e  o f  th eT r i n i t y . G r b a l l  L C otu reS , 1043.
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Dot by elesxro doos n o t  b e lo n g  to  t h i s  l a t t e r  
t r a d i t i o n , ^  and  a d l e t i n c t l o ix  b e tw een  th e  two sh o u ld
be made: f o r  F o r r e s t  (a u b o rd ln a t lo n ia i i i )  th e  F a t h e r  ’
pa lo n e  p o s s e s s e s  u s e i t y ,  " f o r  th e  Oappadoolans 
( s o c i a l  T r i n i t y )  a l l  Three a r e  opWequal ènd  c o -  
e t e r n a l # ^  BVen w ere i t  p o s s i b l e ^ t o  show t h a t  
FoxProst s u p p o r te d  th e  s o c i a l  r a t h e r  th a n  th e  
s u b o r d in a t io n  c o n c e p t  o f  th e  T r i n i t y ,  he w u l d  have 
to  answ er th e  p ro b lem  whlbh P r o f e s s o r  i).M# B a i l l i e
’1 i n  The C h r i s t  o f  H i s to r y  and o f  E xnerle r^ce# p*: 4 3 9 , F o r  r e  s t  ' s't ë 'te  s  ; "Mow tKe C h r i s t i a n  c o n c e p t io n  o f  (xod a s  a ’ s o c i e t y  , i n  H im s e l f - , -  a s  n o t  a s im p ly  u n i t y ,  b u t  a u n i t y  t h a t  i n c l u d e s  d i f f e r e n c e , >  my s t  e r io u s  t  ho ugh 1 1 imy b e ,  an swer s to  t  he se u l t i m a t e  fo rm s ,  p e r s o n a l i t y  and love# God’ s  l i f e  c o n t a i n s  w i t h i n  i t s e l f  th e  c o n d i t i o n s  w hich  l i e  a t  th e  r o o t  o f  b o th  and w h i c h  i n  huinan e x p e r ie n c e  im p ly  m u tu a l ly  e x c lu s iv e  T n d l v i d u u l i t -  Wes, ”' " " i W i i 08 Howeyms  T f  he " i sto  m a in ta in  a K e n d t ib  p o s i t i o n ,  i s  u n ab le  to  m a in ta in  th e  above a s s e r t i o n  ( s e e  below , f n ,  2 ) .  B ecause o f  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  th e  è x i n a n i t i o n ,  th e  Logos a s  d ep en d en t l o v e ,  t h e  I n c a r n a t i o n  o f  th e  Bon f a t h e r  th a n  t h e  F a t h e r ,  For r e  s t  c a n n o t  s to p  v fith  a ’n d c i a i  T r i n i t y  ’ b u t  m ust a d o p t  B u b o fd in -  '
a t io n is i iu
2 B ru ce ,  The H u m il ia t io n  o f  O l i r i s t , p p , 1 5 0 -151 , i n  c r i t i c i s i n g  B ess  s t a t e s  t h a t  th e  B u b p rd in a t io n  v iew  i . s /n e c e s s a r y  -fo r  th e  K e n p t i c i s t#  "The F a t h e r  a ib n e  p o s s e s s e s  t h e  p f o p ç r t y  o f  b e in g  from  H im se lf  ( a s e i t y ) ,  The Bon, in d e e d ,  a l s o  h a th  l i f e  i n  H im se lf ;  b u t  i t  i s  a s  & g i f t  o f  th e  ’ F a t h e r ’ s  e t e r n a l  Ipye# I f  th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een  th e  %.)crsons were o n e ,  „pcoofding t o  w h ich  th e y  w ere a l l  m ù ta p i ly  c o n d i t l o h in g  and  cp n c li t io n ed ,.  th e n  th e  ICenosis would e i t h e r  be i i % p s s i b l e ,  o r•2 r i t  would i m p e r i l  th e  Godhead o f  th e  F a t h e r , ” 
o v e r  p a g e .
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raises; "If we regard the three nersonaè of the 
Trinity ae quite aistinot peraona or peraonalitiaa 
in the fu ll modern sense, we seem to imply that 
they are parte of God#, àhd It is  diffioult to 
remedy this by gqing on to apeqk of their being 
united in the highest oonoeivab^e %ind of unity#
If they are tteee diatlnot Fersoho, are they limited
Qby each other, so that they are finite-.Persons? 
or i f  that Is rejeoted as intolerable, jaqd i t  is  
maintained that each has .the .divine attribute of 
Infinity, is. i t  not very difficult to ttiii# of 
three Ixifinite, Bei%s# of the same essenoe, ec.existing
* 111 M *  , ' ,* .«1111,1 i»~ U  .Jifii'fi l  » 'H
3 (see  p* 78), .Ouiounaue Vulti "knd the oathdlie, Faith =1$. thiSK ' that. 'We W0yh!#p one God ih Triiiity, and Tr ihity;ih;;thiity; ‘ \^ ne-i ther - boxifotmdi% 
P Q rs b n S r 'h o y '& ^ v i# ^  the-:aûb t^ehbb#v\" F o r  t h e r e  i s  one S^erspn p f  thb: Fathe%;ÿ a n o th e r  o f  th e  Bop, and  anotheià Of Ghost# But the ;Godhead of the. Fbther, of the 
8on^ and  o f  th e  Holy G kpstÿ  i s  b l i  o w ;  th e  glory equali th# i#,iosty do^eterhal#?’
1 n o o fs#  wer f /a r . . J e s u s  G ^ ir ls tu s# p .»:. 212#"D id  g a t t l l d W 'W b W  'àu#en ab e r  'muas,wib d i e ''orthodoxe-. 'T r a d i t iO b -i t l t  H eoh t.’b e h a u p te t , '  a l a  e i n - n o h le o h th in  'e lh b b i t l i o b - g ü t t i i o '^ W  g e d a o h t  
w arden , wenn. '& e - D r e i e i i i i # e i t _ s i e # . b / n  e i n e r  b ré i-# t té 3 ;» '4 ie h ÿ e  Wfdéh;:;###'"- '
9 Bee th e  i t a l i c s  i n  fn^ l  , p# 78» f o r  F o r r e s t ’ sposition#
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w i th  each  o t h e r  a e  d l B t i n b t  d) The
subo3?d inatlon  o f  t h e  so n  and,, f o r  t h e  i n c a r n a t  ion ,, 
th e  ep rnp le te  e x l n a n l t l o n  o f  a l l ,  Hia. d l a t i n o t l y  
d iv in e  a t t r i b u t e © | .  w ould seem to  r e n d e r  t h e  Bon,.
. pp e r  a e *. s u n e r f lu o u s ë r  On e a r t h  tie was c a p a b le  o f  
nothing w hich  man c o u ld  n o t  theoretically âo è o m p llsh 
and I n  heaven,, a s  one can  o n ly  suppose ,, R ls  p l a c e  
could alBd b e  filled#.^
This last point leads us to a f u r t h e r  crltiolsm*. 
How does F o r r e s t  a c c o u n t  f o r  th e  various cosmic 
f u n c t i o n s  o f  tEio d iv in e ,  Logos w h i le  He i s  i n c a r n a t e ,
1 DgM#. Baillie.,. God Was. In  Ghrlst#, p., l 4 l #
2 e r r# ,  p ro g r e a a  o f  D o g m a n# 337#, "The s e l f ^o b l i t é r a t i o n  'o f  - th e  M g o s  to  t  he p o i n t  o f  th e  s u r r e n d e r  o f  H is  c o n s c io u s  . l i f e '  i n  th e  Godhead (w hich  i s  t h e i r  s a l i e n t  f e a t u r e ) , ,  i s  mpre th a n  ’" B # I f t y i n g - ' ^  i t  i s  p r a c t i c a l l y  B élf# . o x t i n c t io h i '  w h i le  th e  p e r s o n  t h a t  r e s u l t s  i s  i n  no way c U s tlx ig u ish ab le  from  o r d i n a r y  mph save  in  H is  U ndeveloped  p o t e n c i e s ,  Thus,; by @ c u r io u s  r e v e r s a l  o f  s t a h d p o ln t , ,  K èn o tic iè m  w orks a ro u n d  to  a S p e c ie s  o f 'EbîônitiS ia* ."
i nlî ie  întQPësï: o f  ' %Ko' r é o ï îjcùœwity‘ pîvpu^^■but i n  $#6%. .it:;deiSt3?oy& $ho Very i n t e g r i t y  og th e  'hpnjëriiiy- i t . ' .e éë lia  to  jw ^ ia ta in  : Tby p u t t i n g  
th e  em ptied ,, the', e e lf^ d e n u d e d ,.  QOdrrStriijped Logo&' i n  t hë p la ’do o f  th o  s o u ï  i n  t h e  ; htuii^n person». 3he . n e a i i t y  o f  th e  hüm anity  o f  th e  Redeerniëï* çônnOt t e  .é a o r i f lo 'è d  t h u s ,  nor^  on th e  o t h e r  handy, cén.- y/e s u r r e n d e r  th e  r e a . l i t y  o f  h ia  
e s s e n t i a l  d i v i n i t y , ,  f o r  i n  him^ i n  th e  v i s i b l e , ,  h i s t o r i é , ,  hwièn G h r l s t ,  àey s  th e  a p o s t l e , ;  " d w e l t  a l l  th e  ' f u ln e s s  o f  th e '  aOdhOpd h o d i ly . ."
A lso  l ,A ,  L o r h è r ,  aaoetriàe ; o f  th e  .person  o f  Oh^ 'lst» 'Liv,.' a, Toi» p,;:a0b»' ^
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o o m p le tç ly  a u b jec te c i  t o  thq  f le s h #  Ab a p o i n t  o f
f a c t . ,  P o r ro B t  dooa n o t  ac co u n t f o r  thorn a t  a l l ,  b u t
ho cloos ta k e  ac co u n t o f  th e  problem# I t  i s .  q u i t e
f u t i l e  t o  Be ok to  d i s p a ra g e  th e  id e a  o f  th e  s d n ’ B
e e l f - l l m l t a t l o n  by  a # : i n g  what became o f  I l ia  c o am ica l
f u n c t i o n a  d u r in g  th e  i n c a r n a t e  p e r io d #  # ##11 i s  no
o b j e c t i o n  to  i t  t h a t  i t  [the K en o tlc  Theor^Q does n o t
answ er a l l  th e  q u e s t io n s  t h a t  s p e c u l a t i v e l y  a r i s e  
io u t  o f  i t * ” However t o  adm it a p rob lem  i s  n o t  to
solve i t #  One i s  c e r t a i n l y  a b le  to  a s s e r t  on
e r% ir iG a l  g ro u n d s  t h a t  w h i le  J e s u s ,  th e  Man, d id  w alk
upon th e  e a r t h ,  th e  e a r t h  and heavens were s u s ta in e d #
2i t  i s  im p o s s ib le  to  escape  such a c o n c lu s io n #  Y e t ,  
t h i s  b e in g  s o ,  th e  q u e s t io n  r e a p p e a r s  i n  s l i g h t l y
1 F o r r e s t ,  The A u th o r i ty  o f  C h r i s t # pp., 95-
2 "My. f i r s t  c r i t i c i s m  o f  t h e  ex trem e K en o tic  v iew
i a  t h a t  i t  t a k e s  iis o u t s i d e  th e  % s p e l  r e v e l a t i o n  and th e  A p o s tb l io  i n t e r p r é t a t i o n  o f  i t *
” The g e n e r a l  te n d e n c y  o f  th e  l#w  T es tam en t i s  to w ard s  th e  d o c t r i n e  o f  th e  p e r r# n e n o é  o f  t h e  u n i v e r s a l  l i f e  and oosmic f u n o t i c h s  o f  th e  E t e r n a l  word# The P a u l in e  d o c t r i n e  o f  -%he so n  is- t h a t  Ha­l s  t h e  CsSioh o f  Oo% th e  diVinS : s e l f -  -laanif c a t  a t  ion ,: , from  whom a l l  t h i n g s  come, i n  whom a l l  t h i n g s  S r e ,  ,and  to  whom a l l ' t h i n g s ,  must move# WithdUt Him th e  Uni V ersa would n o t  be# To t h i s  th e : % i  St l é  to  t h e  Hebrews a l s o  w i t n e s s e s .  Ahd a l l  down th e  a g e s  th #  Ghurch has r e c e iv e d  and 
% #,in ta ined  tH a t  th e  word n cÿ o r  f o r  a moment o e a se d  from,'.Hie " a c t i v i t y ' ' i n  u p h o ld in g  th e  c r e a t i o n #  I f ,  then ,,: we a r e  ^suddenly b id d e n  to  r e v i s e  t h i s  d o c t r i n e  I have we n o t  th e  r i g h t  tb  deiïfând w e ig h ty  and i n d i s p u t a b l e  e v id en c e  b a se d  on s c r i p t u r e ?But o f  such  ev ld ch o e  t h e r e  i s  n o t  th e  l e a s t  t r a c e . ” 
F ra n k  W e s to n , , The 6 n o , OhristV./on# .128-129#
82
d i f f e r e n t  c l ro u m è ta n o e s ,  " I s  C h r i s t  n ecoB sa ry?”
F o r r e s t  In  h i s  e o r l i e r  work re o o g n la q s  t h i s  v e ry  
p ro b lem , y e t  f a i l s  to. come s e r i o u s l y  to  g r i p s  w i th  i t , '*  
A t h i r d  p ro b lem  a r i s e s  from  th e  n a tu r e  o f  t h e  
r i s e n  C h r i s t ;  ” I f  i t  be s a id  t h a t  in  t h a t  c a s e  [ th e  
I n c a r n a t i o n  in v o lv in g  à i n  ordex’ t h a t
th e  Bon may be i d e n t i f i e d  w i th  man Under th e  l i m i t s  
o f  t im e and  spaoe^J  H is  h u m i l i a t io n  m u s t . c o n t in u e  
f o r  e v e r ,  s e e in g  t h a t  He has p e rm a n e n tly  t a k e n  th e  
Manhood, i n t o  God, th e  r e p ly  i s  o b v io u s ,  Thoixghv/e 
dp n o t  p o s s e s s  th e  d a ta  which would e n a b le  u s  to
r e a l i s e  th e  n a t u r e  o f  o u r  L o rd ’ s r i s e n , a n d  g l o r i f i e d\ -
H um anity , y e t ,  ex hypo th e  s i , i t  i s  such  a s  does  n o t  .
1 F o r r e s t ,  The C h r i s t  o f  liistox^y and o f  Expor i e n c e ,p ,  201: "B ut how can  we r e c o n c i l e  th e  c e s s a t i o no f  th e  Bon’ a cosïiiip f m ic t io n  dui’in g  th e  p e r i o d  o f  H is  h m u i l ia t ip i i  w i th  what C h r i s t  r e v e a l s  o f  F a th e rh o o d  and Bons h ip  i n  th e  Godhead?, #• Gan i t  be supposed  t h a t  th e  FatEicr c o u ld  assume the. Son’ s p r e r o g a t i v e  i n  c r e a t i o n  more th a n  i n  i n c a r n a t i o n  and red em p tio n ?  Does n o t  ouch an assuiixption, th o u g h  o n ly  f o r  a t im e ,  su g g e s t  t h a t  tho  Son i s  n o t  r e a l l y ,  a s  e s s e n t i a l  to  th e  Godhead a s  th e  F a th e r  i s ?  I f  th e  l a t t e r  can  d i s c h a rg e  teii^^or- a r i l y ,  no m a t t e r  f o r  what h ig h  I 'odem ptivd p u r p o s e s ,  th e  cosm ic f u n d t io n  o f  th e  F o rm er, and become th e  g round  o f  th e  so n sh ip  w hich  ou r  W r a l  
l i f e  d e n o te s ,  what s a t i s f a c t o r y  r e p l y  can be  made to  th o s e  who a s k ,  Why n o t  a lw ays lo o k  to  th e  F a th e r  d i r e c t l y  f o r  th e  c r e a t i o n  o f  th e  f i l i a l  w i l l  i n  us?"
2 I b i d , ,  p p , 190^
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l i m i t  H is  d iv in e  power and Icnowlodge# H is e a r t h l y  
Humanity d id  s o ,  a s  wo s e e , ” an d , u n der aiiy 
c o n c e iv a b le  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  sensuo us  o x i s to n e e ,  must 
have l i m i t e d  thorn”."* A ccording t o  F o r r e s t ,  th e  
h u m i l i a t i o n  c a n n o t  c o n t in u e  a f t e r  th e  a s c e n s io n  to  
th e  r i g h t  hand o f  th e  F a t h e r ,  f o r  th o n  th e  3on has 
resum ed  H is  f u l l  g l o r y ,  dom in ion , and  power* J u s t  
a s  C h r i s t ’ s a b s o l u t e  hum anity e x c lu d e s  by d e f i n i t i o n  
a b s o l u t e 'd i v i n i t y ^ , s o  th e  c o n v e rse  i s  t r u e :  Ghx’i s t ’ s
r i s e n ,  i n f i n i t e  g l o r y  and re su m p tio n  o f  s t a t u s  
ex c lu d e  by d e f i n i t i o n  a l l  f i n i t u d e #  T h is  p o s i t i o n ,  
how ever, f o r é e s  F o r r e s t ,  a s  Thom asius and F a i r b a i r n  
t o  f o r f e i t  th e  c a t h o l i c  d o c t r in e  o f  th e  periiianence
■ 3  •o f  C h r i s t ’ s hum anity .
1 F o r r e s t ,  The C h r i s t  o f  H is to r y  and o f  F x n e r ie n o e .
fn# 1 ,  pV’ 3^1* T h ïs  p o s i t i o n  i s  s t i l î l j î m i n t a i n e d  i n  The A u th o r i ty  o f  C h r i s t  * p* giiS; ” . .  #in  H is  e x a l t a t io n #  * *hO '  h'uinaW, n a iu r e  i n  no d eg ree  r e s t r i c t s  th e  f u l l  . a c t i v i t y  o f  a l l  th e  a t t r i b u t e s  o f  H is  Godhead#” .
2 See above , pp. 72 -7 3 .
3 see  F a i r b a i r n ,  p p * 44-45 .”We m ust s t i l l  b e l i e v e  th e  C h r i s t  a s  Head o f  t h e  Chui'ch to  be th e  s u b je c t  o f  H is  g l o r i f i e d  hum an ity , and  t h e r e f o r e  t o  some e x te n t  i i m l t e d  i n  H is  s e l f -  e x p r e s s io n  th ro u g h  îmsnhobd* F o r  we may n o t  suppose  even g l o r i f i e d  hum anity  to  be e q u a l  w i th  th e  d iv in e  n a t u r e  o f  th e  Son# i f ,  t h e n ,  s e l f ^  l i m i t a t i o n  i s  th e  c h a r à o t e r i s t i c  o f  th e  h eav en ly  s t a t e  o f  th e  I n c a r n a t e , i s  i t  n o t  a t  l e a s t  p ro b a b le  t h a t  i t  i s  a l s o  th e  t r u e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  I l l s  e a r t h l y  s t a t e ? ” F ra n k  W eston ,The one C h r i s t # pp# 137-138#
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A f o u r t h  x^roblem oonoerns  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  o u r  
know ledge o f  C h r i s t ’ s  d i v i n i t y #  When F o r r e s t  p u t s  
to  h im s e l f  th e  q u e s t i o n ,  ’What l i% o ls  u s  to  $ oo la im  
J e s i i s  o s  th e  I n c a r n a t e  Bdn?’ , th e  an sw e r ,  u l t i m a t e l y ,  
i s ,  ’H is  human p e r f e c t i o n ,  H is co inp le te  dependence 
upon Codé But i s  i t  n o t  y e ry  h a rd  t o  . f in d  s u p p o r t  
f o r  BUch an  a rg m m n t?  , How i s  i t  p o s s i b l e  f o r  
h u m a n i t y , 'd e s p i t e  i t s  p e r f e c t i o n  (ev en  i n  an 
i i % e r f e c t  w o rld )  to  a rg u e  fo r ,  d i v i n i t y ?  - . Again,, 
by d e f i n i t i o n ,  th e y  a r e  o p p o s i t e s ;  th e  fo rm e r  i s  
f i n i t e  i n  a l l  i t s  m a n i f e s t a t i o n s ,  and  th e  l a t t e r  i s .  
i n f i n i t e . ^ "  I t  ^  p o s s i b l e  to  qayj,! ’Here i s  a man 
im s t  f a v o u re d  by God; what an i n t limite oom iunion ho 
has w i th  Gocii ’ , b u t  t h a t  i s  n o t  to  c lec la ro  th e  man 
d iv in e*  T h is  argum ent ’b y  p e r f e c t i o n ’' i s  a l s o  open 
to  t h e  ’A d o p t io n ! s t ’ o r  ’E b i o n i t e ’' ty p e  o f  e r r o r  , 
"by  w hich  J e s u s  was r e g a r d e d  a s  a, man who, a c h ie v e d
* * i
>1 Bee # o v e p p .  63 -64 .
2 "F o r a l b e i t  th e  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  each  n a t u r e  doc le a v e  o n ly  to  t h a t  n a tu r e  where oT T H cy a r e  p r o p e r t i e s ,  and  t h e r e f o r e  O h i 'is t  c a n n o t  n a t u r n l l i e  be a s  God t h e  same w hich he n a t u r a l l i e  Ï b a s  im n . y e t  b o th  n a t u r e s  liiâÿ v e ry  w e l l  : c o n c u r re  un to  one  e f f e c t # and Qhi^ist i n  t h a t  r e s p e c t  be t r iÆ y ^ a a i lT ^ o  woricë b o th  a s  God and a s  man one and th e  se I f  e same Tthing, "R ic h a rd  H ooker, o f  t h e Lawes o f  B o d l e s i a s t i d a l l  
p d i i t i e ,  pp* lll':3 R % . '
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such  goodness  t h a t  God - e x a l t  aci him t o  d i v i n i t y  o r  
g u a s i -^ d iv in i ty * ” ' In  m a in ta in in g  th e  i n t e g r i t y  
o f  a h r i s t  *8 [hum anity, and in  m a in ta in in g  t h a t  ■
C h r i s t ’ 8 m ora l p e r f e c t i o n  whs n o t  superhuman b u t  
was a p e r f e c t i o n  p ro p e r  to  each  t im e  and p ircU inS tance ,^  
F o r r e s t  b a a  t h i s  p rob lem  to  f a c e ;  C h r i s t a  
s in leB snéB S  c a n n o t  be d i v in e ly  g u a r a n te e d  o r  e l s e  
he would' n o t  he t r u l y  human, p o t u i t  ■pecoare3 |
how ever, a s  lo n g  a s  t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y  r e im in e d  c o u ld  
He t r u l y  be c a l l e d  th e  Son o f  ' God? Kx H ypb thes l  He 
whs a b le  to  " f a l l ” * Would i t  n o t  be o i # i r i o a l i y
1 D#M# 'D a i l l iC ',  Üqd Was In  C h r i s t , p* 129#
2  F o r r e s t ,  The A u th o r i ty  o f  C h r i s t # p# 12#
3 J#8# w h a le ,  0 t o i s t i a n : D o c t r in e # p* 99; "Wec a n n o t  coneefijre t b a t  cfW?ist i n  th e  w i ld e r n e s s  was t r u l y  p u re  u n le s s  we a l s o  oonca lve  t h a t  he w s  a b le  to  s i n ,  and t h a t  he even d e s i r e d  to  s i n ,  b u t  d id  n o t , ”
K# B a r th ,  m r c t i l i o h e  Dogmatik Vol# Io> p# 167;Di e h e i l  s&iie" Wa ^ u* h e i  t  aar:L a b è r  n ie  h t  a bgé sc hwac h t  Uîid v e rd u rJco lt  w erden , d a s s  d ie  K h tu r ,  d ie  G o tt  i n  C h r i s t  u s  ange homueh h a t ,  i d e n t i s c h  1 s t  m it  .
u n s e ro r  k a t u r  u n to r  Vdraussetm m ig d es  ù M e n f a l l s #  ^ \ /  wSrq OS u n d e r s ,  w ie wHre Q hi^istus dahn \ f x r k l i c h  / un 8 or e s ^ g le  i  0 hen? ”
Qtirl Ullma.nn, The B in le s s n e s s  o f  J e s u s , p# 34:"The 'f a 0 $ \ ,o f  '^sinïehsneïss^ - d i r e c t i y ;'i ivvo lves  n o t  on ly , th e  p o t u i t  non née c a re  » and th e  non n e o c a v i t .^ th e  po s i i b i ï i t y  b l  r ëïiiaining f r e e  fro m  s i n ,  and  th é  a c t u a l  freedom  th e ro f rb m , -  b u t  a l s o  demands,: a t  l e a s t  a s  th e  %)0 s t u l a t e  o f  t h e  whole m ora l d ev e lo p m en t, th e  n o t a i t  p é c o a r é » w i th o u t  t h i s  th e  t o i i ^ t a t i o n  o f  C h r i s t  wo^uld ¥ e  d e v o id  o f  r e a l i t y ,  and  H is  example w ould  lo s e  an  e s s e n t i a l  e lem en t o f  i t s  im p o rtan ce# ”
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t r u e ,  then,,, t h a t  b e in g  t i ’Uly htutian, he c o u ld  o n ly  
be c a l l e d  t h e  Son o f  God, o f t e r  He to d  co m p le ted  
s u c c e s B fu l ly  th e  i n c a r n a t i o n  p e r io d ?  But t h i s  
would be ’A d o p tlo n ism ’ # The K eno tio  Theory o f f e r s  
no r e a l  s o l u t i o n  to  t h i s  problem#
A f i f t h  o r i t i o i s m  c o n c e rn s  t h e  b a s i s  o r  
p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  I n c a r n a t i o n ,  F o r r e s t ♦s c o n c e p t  o f  
sonship#  A coqru ing  to  t h i s  T heory , th e  Logos i s  
a b le  to  closcend by em ptying H im se lf  and t h u s  to  
become a man i n  t h e  f u l l  and  p ro p e r  sen se  o f  th e  
word# In  o r d e r  f o r  t h i s  t o  b e  p o s s i b l e  (an d  i n  
o rd e r  to  a v o id  th e  aivkward un ion  o f  natu i^es v/hich 
F a i r b a i r n  e m p lo y s) ,  t h e r e  must be an e s s e n t i a l  u n i t y  
i n  a l l  o f  c r é a t i o n  w hich  w i l l  pezmiit such  a 
p r o p o r t io n e d  dinplnution# That e s s e n t i a l  u n i t y  i s  
sonship# Yet i n  o r d e r  to  make t h i s ,  ooneop t o f  
so n sh ip  e f f e c t i v e ,  F o r r e s t  i s  r e a l l y  in v o lv e d  v /i th  
a fo rm  o f  p a n th e ism : ” # * # a l l  c r e a t i o n  i s  i n  i t s
f i n a l  p u rp o se  b u t  th e  s e l f - * p r o je c t io n  o f  t h e  d i v i n e .
1 Bï‘u c e ,  H u m i l ia t id n # p# 181 , say s  ab o u t th e  A b so lu te  
M etam orphic ^type o f  k e h o t ic  T heory , "And i n  g e n e r a l  i t  may be r e W r k e d  i n  r e f e r e n c e  to  K eno tio  t h e o r i e s  o f  th e  G ess iàn  ty p e ,,  t h a t  th e y  seemed doomed to  0 s o i l i a t e  be tw een  A p o l l in a r i s m  and  È b ion itisril#  E i t h e r  t h e y  make th e  L ogos, qua hwian s o u l ,  n o t  human enough o r  to o  human#K i t  h e r  th e y  r e t a i n  f o r  th e  Logos a l i t t l e  o f  H is  d i v i n i t y  to  c a r r y  Him s a f e l y  th ro u g h  î î i s  cu i^ricu lum  o f  teTiQptàtipn, o r ,  co in p o ll in g  Him to  p a r t  w i th  a l l  b u t  H is  m e ta p h y s ic a l  e s s e n c e ,  t h e y  r e d u c e  ilim s t r i c t l y  to  .Adam’ s l e v e l ,  and  
expose Him to  Adam’ s r i s k s . ”
87
o r  th e  i d e a l i s a t i o n  w i t  bout th e  C rodheodof t h a t
s o n s h ip  w hich  o te3?nally  e x i s t s  wi t h i n . M a n  i s
th e ’ an a lo g u e  i n  c r e a t i o n  o f  th é  u n c r e a te d  so n * -
S u re ly  such  an id e a  o f  ■aelf-px*o:lection on th é  p a r t  o f
/God d e f e a t s  th e  v e ry  need  f o r  K €  y w  O'/j». and
I n c a r n a t io n  (n o t  to  m en tion  th e  more o r th o d o x  and
fa rw .reach in g  p rob lem s o f  p a n th e ism , e*g . s i n ,
s u f f e r i n g ,  d e a th ,  e t c . ) .  F o r i f  t h i s  so n sh ip  wore
a s  e s s e n t i a l  and fu n d a m e n ta l  a s  F o r r e s t  assex’t s ,  th e n
i t  would, he p o s s i h lo  to  ho e l e v a t e d  to  th e  s o n s h ip .
i . e .  a l l  men a r e  p o t e n t i a l l y  th e  Son o f  G o d .3
J u s t  a s  i t  was p o s s i b l e  f o r  th e  Logos to  become man
w ith  no more r a d i c a l  change th a n  e x i n a n i t i o n ,  so
would i t  be  p o s s i b l e ,  God w i l l i n g ,  f o r  man to  become
th e  Bon o f  God by b e in g  f i l l e d #  T h is  b e in g  t r u e ,
/God’ s a c t  o f  I n c a r n a t i o n  and K é V ù J à i S  would become
m elo d ram a tic  r a t h e r  th a n  s a c r i f i c i a l  and n e c e s s a r y .
p a n th e is m ,  even o f  t h i s  m o d if ie d  t y p e ,  oazmot be
in t r o d u c e d  a s  th e  b a s i s  f o r  w i th o u t
/n e g a t in g  th e  v e r y  h eed  ’f o r  K ù ’V U J C T t s  and I n c a r n a t i o n .
1 F o r r e s t ,  iHie Olu’i s t  .o f H is to r y  and o f  E x p e r ie n c e .p..' 183: ^ —2 I b i d .  ' _3 A. J .  Mason, The F a i th ,  o f  th e  Go si: e l . p .  132 î" T h is  m y s t i c a l  un io n  i s , '  indeed^; upon th esame f a c t  a s  t h e  I n c a r n a t i o n ,  nam ely t h a t  man i s  made i n  t h e  D iv in e  i ) # g e , and t h è f ë f o r é  can  e n t e r  i n t o  c lo s e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  y / i th  God. But f o r  a l l  t h a t ,  th e  h y p o s ta t i c  ( t h a t  i s ,  th e  p e r s o n a l )  un ion  
I s  n o t  m e re ly  a higher^ deg ree  o f  th e  r a y s t i c a l .
However f u l l y  d ev e lo p ed  th e  m y s t ic a l  Union may b e ,i t  does n o t  and  c a n n o t ,  b re a k  down th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  
o f  p e r s o n a l i t y .  I t  would be mere p a n th e is m  to  
suppose i t . . . "
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Note on D.W* Simon’ s 
R é c o n c i l i a t i o n  By I n c a r n a t i o n
I n  b road  o u t l i n e  th e  K enotio  Theory  o f  D.W* Simon may
be c l a s s i f i e d  a s  a member o f  th e  "A b so lu te  Metamorphic Type";
i t  i s  th e  L o gos , th e  Second P e rso n  o f  t h e  T r i n i t y  a lo n e  who
becomes th e  I n c a r n a t e ,  v /ith  such an a c t  dependen t upon a
s u b o r d in a t io n  view o f  th e  T r in i ty *  But D.W* Simon does make
one m ajo r a d d i t i o n  t o  K en o tio  t h in k in g  which i s  w orthy  o f
n o t e .  T h is  a d d i t i o n  i s  t h e  employment o f  th e  m e ta p h y s ic a l
co n cep t o f a cosmic " k e n o s is "  a s  the  b a s i s  f o r  th e  " k e n o s ia "
i n  th e  a c t  o f  I n c a r n a t i o n .  " H i th e r to  no e f f o r t  has  been
made «#• f u l l y  and l o g i c a l l y  to  c o r r e l a t e  th e  s e l f - e m p ty in g
o f  th e  Logos w i th  the  s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n  o f  th e  Logos n e c e s s i t a t e d1by th e  c o n s t i t u t i o n  g iv e n  by God to  th e  w o r ld ."
Bimon b e g in s  by a s s e r t i n g  t h a t  God i s  l im i t e d  by th e  
in depend en ce  o f  th e  m a t e r i a l  world w hich He has  c r e a t e d :
"The a c t i v i t y  o f  th e  Logos i n  c r e a t i n g  th e  w o r ld ,  be i t  n o t  
f o r g o t t e n ,  i s  a  v i t a l ,  t h a t  i s  a c o n t in u o u s ,  a c t i v i t y ;  n o t  
however unvary ing*  As such  i t  may be s a id  t o  evolve*
V i t a l  a c t i v i t y  which g iv e s  r i s e  to  a  p r o d u c t iv e  p ro c e s s  
c a n n o t b u t ,  i n  some s e n s e ,  ev o lv e  with th e  e v o lu t io n  o f  t h a t  
which i t  p roduces*  The e v o lu t io n  o f  th e  cosmos ^  th e  Logos 
may be re g a rd e d  i n  f a c t  a s ,  i n  souia s e n s e ,  th e  r e f l e x  o f  an  
e v o l u t i o n  im th e  Logos*
"Inasm uch now a s  th e  f o r c e s  which g e n e ra te  th e  p ro c e s s
1 . S im on, R ec one i l l a t i o n .By I n c a r n a t i o n . p* 280.
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o f  é v o l u t i o n ,  th o u g h , a s  was a l r e a d y  l a i d  down, i n  r e a l i t y  
d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n s  o f  en e rg y  p u t  f o r t h  by God, a r e  n o t  
d i r e c t l y  w ie ld ed  by God; b e in g ,  on th e  c o n t r a r y ,  endowed 
by God w ith  a c e r t a i n  f r e e  in dep end ence  o f  t h e i r  c m ,  
o b v io u s ly  th e  p ro c e s s  i n  God or i n  th e  Logos m u s t ,  w i th in
s p e c i f i c  l i m i t s , be  d e te rm in ed  by th e  p ro c e s s  i n  th e  cosmos;1t h e  fo rm er must accommodate i t s e l f  t o  th e  l a t t e r . "  T h is  
indepen dence  o f  m a t t e r  even  a f f e c t s  th e  n a tu r e  o f  God’s 
knowledge# "However com ple te  may be th e  knowledge God has  
o f  them joosmio p ro c e sse i^  , i d e a l l y  c o n s id e r e d ,  t h a t  i s ,  
r e g a rd e d  a s  p a r t s  o f  th e  d i v i n e  id e a  v h ic h  i s  b e in g  r e a l i s e d ;  
a c t u a l l y  c o n s id e r e d ,  t h a t  i s ,  c o n s id e re d  a s  s u c c e s s i v e l y  
r e a l i s e d  i n  th e  cosm os, He must depend f o r  h i s  knowledge o f  
them i n  p a r t  on o b s e r v a t i o n . ”
-Buch a d e f i n i t i o n  o f  p o s i t i o n  i s  even more c l e a r l y  
g iv e n  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  hum anity : ”Now th e  p r i n c i p l e  i n  
q u e s t i o n  jood’ s  se lf-acco m m o d a tio :^  came i n t o  f u l l  o p e r a t io n ,  
a s  f a r  a s  th e  e a r t h  i s  c o n c e rn e d ,  when man a p p e a re d ;  f o r  
th e  b l in d  o r  u n c o n sc io u s  s e l f - v a r i a b i l i t y ,  i^hich up to  tm n, 
p a r t i a l l y  a l s o  i n  man h i m s e l f ,  c h a r a c t e r i s e s  th e  p ro c e s s  o f  
e v o l u t i o n ,  ta k e s  i n  man, a t  a l l  e v e n ts  t o  some e x t e n t ,  th e  
fo rm  o f  power f r e e l y  and c o n s c io u s ly  to  p ropose  to  h im s e l f  
en d s  o f  h i s  own, and to  choose t h e  means by which th e  ends
1# Sim on, Op. G i t . , pp . 881-288 . 8 .  I b i d . ,  p . 885.
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s h a l l  be a t t a i n e d .  I n  p re s e n c e  o f  t h i s  c o n s c io u s ly  s e l f -
v a r i a b l e  f o r c e ,  which i s  th e  supreme p ro d u c t  o f  th e  d iv in e
c r e a t i v e  pow er, th e  C r e a t o r ’ s a c t i o n  needed and n ee d s  to
accommodate i t s e l f  t o  t h a t  o f  th e  c r e a t u r e  to  a d e g re e  which
must som etim es seem to  ve rg e  on d u a l i s m ,  o r  to  in v o lv e  a1k in d  o f  de th ronem ent o f  th e  Supreme L o rd ."  On th e  s t r e n g t h  
o f  t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n ,  Simoh goes on to  a s s e r t s  "God ca ilno t 
i n t e r f e r e  w ith  man by power o r f o r c e ,  -  n o ,  n o t  even  to  
save  a r a c e  ffom  r u i n  and a w orld from  d i s o r d e r ,  -  t h a t  i s ,  
He ca n n o t  i n t e r f e r e  w i th  t h a t  vA ich s p e c i f i c a l l y  c o n s t i t u t e s
manhood, with, man’ s  s p i r i t u a l  n a t u r e ,  w i th  h i s  power o f2c o n s c io u s  c h o i c e . ”
T h is  view  o f  th e  cosmos and man’ s p o s i t i o n  i n  i t  th e n
p e r m i t s  Simon to  i j i t ro d u c e  th e  " k e n o s is "  in v o lv e d  i n  th e  3
I n c a r n a t i o n .  , Simon b e g in s  w ith  th e  co n c ep t o f  Godhead to
1 . Simon, Op* O i t .  , pp . 888- '8 . I b i d . , p .  884#3* A . I .  Gfarvie, S tu d ie s  o f P a u l  and H is  G o a p e l . p .  118." . .  . * t o  th e  Son o f  God, th u s  o d h o é ïv e a ,  i s  a s c r ib e d  a s i n g l e  te m p o ra l  a c t  o f  se lf -e m p tv in p r* E x p o s i to r s  have made much o f  th e  ; b u t  i t  i s  d o u b t f u lwisdom t o  em phasise  th e  n i c e t i e s  o f G reek grammar i n  re g a rd  to  a  p r e - te m p o r a l  a c t .  I t  seems to  th e  w r i t e r  much more i n t e l l i g i b l e  t h a t  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  sh o u ld  be th e  oonsummation o f  a p ro c e s s  o f  d iv in e  s e l f - e x p r e s s i o n  and s e l f - c o m m u n ic a t io n  i n  human h i s t o r y ,  and t h a t  t h i s  p ro c e s s  sh o u ld  in v o lv e  a s  th e  ground o f  i t s  p o s s i b i l i t y  an  e t e r n a l  a c t  o f  s e l f - e m p ty in g  i n  th e  Godhead. The Son H im se lf  i s  t h i s  K enosis  Of th e  D e i ty ,  th e  s e l f - e m p ty in g  f o r  s e l f - e x p r e s s i o n  ^nd se lf -o o m m u n ic a t io n .  F o r  a c o n c re te  i n d i v i d u a l i t y  and a tem p o ra l  a c t i o n  we must s u b s t i t u t e  an  e t e r n a l  a c t  i n  th e  Godhead, which we c a l l  Vford o r  Bon, w hich i s  th e  n e c e s s a r y  c o n d i t i o n  o f  n o t  o n ly  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n ,  b u t  o f  th e  whole p ro c e s s  o f  d iv in e  immanence i n  th e  u n iv e r s e  o f  which th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  i s  th e  co nsum m ation .”
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show what was in v o lv e d  i n  th e  p ro c e s s ;  " F i r s t . t h a t  i n  some 
r e a l  s e n s e  t h e  F a th e r  i n  th e  Godhead i s  s u p r a - o r d i n a t e  to  th e  
Son and th e  H oly S p i r i t ,  i n  o th e r  w o rd s , t h a t  th e  f a c t o r s  
which c o n s t i t u t e  th e  Godhead a r e  n o t  a b s o l u t e l y  c o - o r d i n a t e ;  
s e c o n d ly , t h a t  th e  Logos redu ced  Himself- t o  uneorxsoiouanesB 
r e l a t i v e l y  to  b o th  th e  i n t r a - d l v l n e  and e x t r a - d i v i n e  l i f e  o f  
d e i t y ,  and th u s  suspended  t h a t  c o n s c io u s  f e l l o w s h ip  betw een  
H im se lf  and th e  F a t h e r  and S p i r i t  which was. s p e c i f i c a l l y  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  t h e i r  l i f e ;  t h i r d l y , t h a t  such  s u s p e n s io n  
o f  c o n sc io u s  f e l l o w s h i p  in v o lv e d  a s a c r i f i c e ,  n o t  o n ly  f o r  
H im s e l f ,  bu t f o r  th e  F a th e r  and th e  S p i r i t ;  f o u r t h l y . t h a t  
by ’ becoming f l e s h ’ th e  Logos s u r r e n d e re d  th e  c o n s c io u s ,  
and t h e r e f o r e  th e  f r e e ,  th e  t r u e ,  th e  r e a l  c o n t r o l  (n o t  th e  
p o s s e s s io n )  o f  th e  d iv in e  en e rg y  by vHiich He was e s s e n t i a l l y  
c o n s t i t u t e d ; , a n d  f i f t h l y , t h a t  th e  p e r s o n a l . and t h e r e f o r e  
c o n s c io u s ,  f r e e  c o n t r o l  o v e r  t h i s  en e rg y  must f o r  th e  d u r a t i o n  
o f  th e  K onosis have r e s t e d  w i th  th e  o th e r  f a c t o r s  o f  th e— r     :---------------Godhead. ”
T h is  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n ,  h ow ev er, f o r c e s  
Simon to  d e s c r i b e  th e  n a t u r e  o f  th e  . I n c a rn a te  One i n  a manner 
h a r d ly  c o m p a t ib le  w ith  a c c e p te d  o rtho dox  p a t t e r n s #  "The 
p e r so n  .w ith  whom we have to  do i s  n o t  a c t u a l i t e r  L ogos, th e  
Second P e rs o n  o f  th e  T r i n i t y ;  f o r  He had become f l e s h ,  He had 
em ptied  H im se lf  o f  t h e  d i v i n e  fo rm , t h a t  i s , o f  th e  s p e c i f i c
1* Simon, Op* G i t # ,  pp . S55-356*
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d i v i n e  consc iouenesB .' Hor was He man; f o r  th o u g h , a g r e e a b le
to  th e  p o s i t i o n s  p r e v io u s l y  s e t  f o r t h .  He was e s s e n t i a l l y
a k i n  to  man, s e e in g  t h a t  man i s  b u t  a d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  o f
th e  e n e rg y  which He in fo rm s  w ith  a L o g o s - id e a ,  Ho d i f f e r e d
from  man i n  n a tu re . ,  i n  p o w e rs ,  i n  s u b - c o n s c io u s n e s s , and
i n  i n t e r m i t t e n t  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  no l e s s  th a n  i n  H is m oral1and s p i r i t u a l  c h a r a c t e r , "
T h is  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  l i k e w is e  f o r c e s  
Simon to  d e s c r ib e  th e  i r i e r - r e l a t i o n s  o f  th e  T r i n i t y  i n  a 
manner h a r d ly  c o m p a tib le  w i th  a c c e p te d  o r th o d o x  p a t t e r n s .  
^'Whether we choose  to  c o n fe s s  i t  o r  n o ,,  t h i s  [Sod^s a c t  
o f  c r e a t io ïQ  i s  s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n ,  a lm o s t  s e l f - h u m i l i a t i o n .
I t  i s  c o n s e n t in g  n o t  to  c o n t r o l ,  and n o t even  to  know, 
t h a t  which owes i t s  e x i s t e n c e ,  and th e  v e ry  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  
s e l f - c o n t r o l ,  t o  Him who g iv e s  th e  c o n s e n t ,  /God, a s  i t  
w e re , th u s  h id e s  H im se lf  from  H im s e lf |  o r ,  i f  t h a t  be 
s c a r c e l y  a c c u r a t e ,  He h id e s  from  H im se lf  t h a t  t o  which H is . 
own ene rgy  p ro c e e d in g  th ro u g h  th e  S p i r i t ,  and H is own 
r e a s o n  a c t i n g  th ro u g h  th e  L o g o s , has  g iv en  th e  power which 
i t  wields,**
Simon p r o v id e s  th e  b e s t  and most c o n c is e  summary f o r  
h i s  own p o s i t i o n ;  **The se lf -acco m m o d a tio n  o f  th e  Logos 
j u s t  d e s c r ib e d  p a s s e s  a t  a c e r t a i n  p o in t  i n t o  s e l f ­
l i m i t a t i o n ;  o r  r a t h e r ,  s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n  may be re g a rd e d  a s
1 , Simon, Op. G i t # , p ,  687. 8 , I b i d . ,  pp. 8874*888.
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se lf-acoorm m odation , e i t h e r  i n  new r e l a t i o n s  o r  a t  a  h ig h e r  1 8 p o te n c e # " I n  c r i t i c i s m  o f  t h i s  p o s i t i o n ,  hov/eyer, t h e r e
i s .  some q u e s t io n  a s  to  th e  v a lu e  o f  Simonas c o n t r ib u t io n #
Though th e r e  o b v io u s ly  i s  t r u t h  i n  th e  a s s e r t i o n  t h a t
s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n  a s  self^-accom m odetion i s  in v o lv e d  i n  th e  3I n c a r n a t i o n ,  i t  i s  c l e a r l y  n o t  th e  whole t ru th #  T h is  
t h e o r y  d e n ie s  by l o g i c a l  n e c e s s i t y  th e  k e y s to n e  o f  b o th  
K e n o tic  and o r th o d o x  t h e o r i e s ,  th e  t r u e  hum anity  o f  J e s u s  
C h r i s t#
1# I b i d # , p# 883#8# i n  so f a r  a s  t h i s  i s  a K en o tic  T heory  o f  the  I n c a r n a t i o n ,  i t  has. a l r e a d y  been  c r i t i c i s e d  u n d e r  th e  "A b so lu te  M etamofphic T y p e ;"  i n  so f a r  a s  t h i s  i s  a th e o r y  which 
in v o lv e s  God*s r e l a t i o n  t o  H is c r e a t i o n ,  f u r t h e r  s p e c i f i c  
c r i t i c i s m  would be beyond th e  scope  o f  t h i s  th e s i s #3# A.E# G ar v i e .  S tu d ie s  I n  The In n e r  L i f e  Of J e s u s .  P# _8_3_
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C h a r le s  Core 
(H eal b u t  R e l a t i v e  Type)
C h a r le s  Core was n o t  o n ly  one o f  th e  e a r l i e s t  o f  
th e  iCenqtic t h e o r i s t s  b u t  a l s o  one o f  th e  most a b le  and 
p rom inen t#^  I t  was h i s  e s sa y  i n  Lux M undi^. w hich 
a ro u s e d  w id e sp re a d  i n t e r e s t  i n  K e n o t ic  s p e c u la t i o n .
In  th e  essay#  Core d i d  n o t  p r e s e n t  à o o % l e t o  K en o tic  
C h r i s to  lo g y  b u t  rathex» made some p r o v o c a t iv e  s ta te m e n ts  
ab o u t  our* Lorcl^s knowledge w h ile  on e a r t h :  " I t  i s
c o n t r a r y  t o  H is  j o i i r i s t * ^  v/hdie m ethod  t o  r e v e a l  H is  
Ckxdhoad by any a n t i c i p a t i o n s  o f  n a t u r a l  knowledge# The 
in o a x m a tio n  was à s e l f - e m p ty in g  o f  Cod to  r e v e a l  H im se lf  
under . c o n d i t io n s  o f  human n a tu r e  and fx*ora th e  human 
p o i n t  o f  view.**^ T h is  and s i m i l a r  s ta te m e n ts ,  o c c a s io n e d  
im m ed ia te  and s t r o n g  p x 'o to s t  from  such men. a s .  H .P . Liddoi^;
H*0#i O u lton  -  On aore*:s B ssày in  L ux 'M undl* andV ■W.H# Hobson e  Some A sp e c ts  o f  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n :  c h i e f l y
i n  r e f e r e n c e  to  t u x  Mundi -  th e  l a s t  o f  whom w ro te  ;
1 Above, Ç h.i , p .  l o .  JaB*. Lawton# i n  h i s  s tu d y  o f  G o re ’ sp o s i t i o n #  f e e l s  t h a t  Gore i s  th e  "m ost c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  Anglo-saicbh exponen t and chaviipion. • • G ore’ s  wide in f lû ç h o è  hnd le a d e r s h ip #  and h i s  g b e a t  r e p u t a t i o n  a s  a Bchqiar#  l a r g n l y  a c c o u n t  f o r  th e  u n d e n ia b le  vogue w hich  th e  k e n o t i c  th e o r y  e n j o y e d . . . "C jo h f l ic t  i n  C h r i s t b lb q y * p .
2 H ssay V II I#  Lux Mundi.  1809.
3 I b i d .  # pp# 359.
4  H a l l ,  K en o tic  T heo ry# p* 22.
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"T here  i s  s o l i d  g round  f o r  fe a r in g -  t h a t  H o s to r ia n is ra  
i s  a t  th e  h e e l s  o f  a l l  t h e o r i e s  o f  p u r  L o rd ’ s  ig n o ra n c e ;  
th e y  t e n d  on t h e i r  l a s t  o n a ly s iB  t o  t h e  d i v id in g  o f  
C h r i s t * " ’^ However, t h i s  c r i t i c i s r a ,  a t  l e a s t  o f  Gore# 
Wbs p re m a tu re ;  f o r  h i s  l a t e r ,  more im p o r ta n t  works 
( The Lampton L e e tu r e s  o f  1891# " The i n c a r n a t i o n  o f  t h e  
Son o f  God;" and ^ d i s s e r t a t i o n s  o f  s u b j e c t s  O onnected  
w i th  th e  .-Xnoarnationt. 1895#,) show no such  l e a n in g  to  
H es to r ic m is ia .  I n  t h e s e  two l a t e r  works# Gore ^presen ts  
a c l e a r  and  d e f i n i t e  K en p tio  O h r is to lo g y # ^
I n  th e  " P re fa c e "  t o  h i s  33amnton L e c t u r e s » Gore 
s t a t e s ;  "The r e l i g i o n  o f  t h e  I n c a r n a t io n  i s  p r e ­
e m in e n t ly  a r e l i g i o n  o f  e x p e r ie n c e  and f a c t ;  v/e know 
what God baa r e v e a l e d  o f  H im se lf  i n  th e  o r d e r  o f  th e  
w o r ld ,  i n  th e  c o n s c ie n c e  o f  mm i n  g e n e ra l#  by  th e  
i n s p i r e d  wisdom o f  H is  p r o p h e t s ,  and  i n  t h e  p e r so n  o f  
J e s u s  C h r i s t ;  and  th e  b e s t  th e o lo g y  i s  t h a t  which i s  
m oulded , a s  s im p ly  and  a s  C lo s e ly  o s  may be upon what 
h as  a c t u a l l y  b ee n  d i s o i p s e d . " ^  T hat w hich h as  b ee n  
d i s c l o s e d  and v/hich i n t e r e s t s  Gore im m e d ia te ly  i s  
C h r i s t *8 r e s t r i c t e d  knowledge# and th e  n o te  which Gore 
s t r u c k  i n  Lux Mundi. i s  d eve lppod  i n t o  th e  c ju e s t io n ih g  
theme o f  h i s  B a i# to n  L e c tu r e s , and P i  s s e r t  a t  io n  s .
1 AS quo ted , b y  J^B . L a w tp n . . C o n f l i c t  i n  C h r i a to lo g y . p . 118,
2 I t  w i l l  be  n e c e s s a r y  to  quo te  Gore a t  some l e n g t hto  do j u s t i c e  t o  th e  i n t r i c a c y  o f  h i s  a rgum en t.
3 (lore# Hampton L e c t u r e s » p .  ix*
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BvlûenoÇ' o f  .O b r i s t  * s  "appax^ent l i m i t a t i o n s  of-knowlcctge"*^ 
i s  px^'eaontod ■ u n d e r  f o u r  hem da: 1) "T h ere  a r c  • a t t r i b u t e d
to  o u r  L ord  c o n s t a n t l y  human o x p o r io n o e s  w hich seem 
I n c o n s i s t o n t  w i th  p r a c t i c a l  omnlaolenco#,!’^ 2} "Though
p u r  Lord know so w e l l ,  and t o l d  so p l a in ly #  th e  p m r a l  
c o n d i t i o n s  o f  t  he g r e a t  judgem ent - ,to come# •>-#yet He 
e x p r e s s ly  d e c la re d #  a s  S t . .  Matthew a s  w e l l  a s  StK.Mark 
a asm? e s  i ls ,  t h a t  o f  th e  day and hour o f  H is  second  
com ing , no one knew e x c e p t  th e  R a t h e r ,  n o t  even th e  
a n g e ls  w hich a r e  i n  heaven# n e i t h e r  th e  C>on; -  and 
we ca n n o t h o ld  t h i s  d e c l a r a t i o n  a p a r t  fx^ o.m th e  othex" 
i n d i o a t i o n s  t h a t  a r e  g iv e n  u s  o f  a l i m i t e d  human 
C o n s c io u s n e s s ." ^  3) "A s i m i l a r  Im p re s s io n  i s  l e f t  on 
o u r  inind by  th e  G ospel o f  8 t.;  jo tm .  LH nm istakably 
i s  o u r  .Lord t h e r e  b e f o r e  us a s  th e  e t e r n a l  Bon o f  th e  
R a t h e r  i n c a r n a t e ,  b u t  i t  h i  so a p p e a r s  t h a t  th e  Bon o f  
t h e  R a th e r  i s  l i v i n g  and  t e a c h in g  u n der human 
c o n d i t io n s* ."^  k )  L a s t l y ,  t h e r e  i s  th e  argum ent from  
s i le n c e , . :  c o i n c i d e n t  .w ith  th o s e  i n d ip a t ip n s *  Our L ord  
e x h i b i t s  i n s i g h t  and  fox^qsight of. p r o p h e t i c  q u a l i t y .
1 Gpye, BciraptoH Leotm^ea, p. 1^7».
■2 I b i d * ,  e i s . .  8t:«- Bi&0, ’8 ;3G , 2s:h9 ; a t*  Mark 7 : 6 ,  1 1 :1 3 ,4:#, 7:l8r 6 :2 1 , 14:37; at.. Jb#-11:34,. '
3 I b i d . ,  g* 149 , a t i ,  Matthew 24 :36  Qu v 3  S t .  Hark 1 3 :3 2 .
4 Ibidv, p*. 149, 3t»: John 3:34:-; 8:28; 3 :19 , 20;17:11 , 8; 15:15.
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He e x h i b i t s  tovmx^cls a l l  f o o t s  o f  p l iy s io a l  n a t u r e  th e
x»eeep tiveness  o f  o - p e r f e c t  s o n s h ip ,  so t h a t  f o r  eximpla#
th e  law s o f  n a t u r a l  w a s te  and g row th  'a r e  p o in te d  o u t
by  Him w i th  oonâiümoate a ç cù rao y  i n  t h e  p a r a b l e  o f  th e
sower# But lie n e v e r  e n la rg e  a o u r  s to c k  o f  n a t u r a l
knowledge# p h y s i c a l ,  o r  h is to x ^ ic a l  o u t  o f  t h e ' ‘d iv in e  
1O m nisolenoc i "  To c i t e ; t h e s e  q u o ta t i o n s  i s  n o t  to  
.imply th a t"  Gore i s  i n t e r e s t e d  e x c lu s i v e l y  i n  C h r i s t ’ s 
ig n o ra n c e ;  suoEi an  a s s e r t i o n  would be  q u i t e  f a l s e #  
lie i s  i i i t o i ’eBtecl i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  a s  f a c t  ’ tiiie hm aanity  
o f  O h f i s t  and  H is  d i v i n i t y :  "The e v id e n c e s  t h a t  o u r
L ord  x’o a ï ï y  l i v e d  u ir ie r  him'iarM l i m i t a t i o n s  a r e  h s  p l a i n  
0 B t h e  e v id e n c e s  t h a t  i n  and u n d er  th e  p r o p e r l y  human 
n a tu r e  He who sp qko # and v/orkod, mid s u f f e r e d ,  was th e  
Son o f  God, one w i th  th e  F a th e r# " ^  s c r i p t u r e #  t h e  
p r im a ry  so u rce  o f  ap%)eal,^ demands t h a t  we i*eoognise 
b o th  f a c t s #  Core th e n  a s k s  th e  q u e s t io n s :  "liow a r e
1 Gore,, Hampton L e c t u r e s , p#, 150# T#B,# a t r o n g ,A Mahubl o f  Thoolop:y# %)* 121 , s t a t e s :  "The o b j e c tOf W v o l u t i o n ,  'arid f o r  t h i spuz'poSG a mere a d d i t i o n  to  o u r  know ledge , c r i t i c a lo r  s c i e n t i f i c ,  would b e  r e a l l y  i r r e l e v a n t  *"
2 Ib id #
3 "#.# #tho whole h i s t o r i c a l  p o s i t i o n  and j u s t i f i c a t i o n
o f  the . s p é c i f i a  form  o f  C h r i s t i a n i t y  c a l l e dA n g lican ism  i s  bound' Up with" i t s  s tren u b U s a p p e a lto  c c r i p t u r e .  ;in th e  a p p e a l  we must be  .s in c e re  and th o ro u g h # "  D i s s e r t u t i o n s #  p ,  205#
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th e  phenomena to  b e  r e c o n c i l e d  In  one c d n o e p t lo n t  
how can  wo im ag ine  tExe c o n s i s t e n c y ,o f  th e  doclhoaci w i th  
t h e  imnhood?"^ l i i s  ansvxer l a  -  t h e  K en o tic  Theory#
The K en o tic  Theory i s  Im p o r ta n t  to  Oore f o r  I t  
not, o n ly  an sw ers  h i s  g u e s t io n s  b u t  i t  l ik e w is e 'e m p lo y s  
th e  e m p i r i c a l  method o f  I n q u i r y ,  w hich  he f a v o u r s .
. s o ' f a r  a s  s c l e n t  i f  i o  th e o lo g y  has; i n - a n d  f o r  t h i s  
age à s p e c i a l  i n t e l l e c t u a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , '  i t  i s  to  be  
t r u e  to  f a c t s #  Theology -  C i r r i s t i a n  th e o lo g y  -  may 
be s a i d  to  be a s  r e a l l y  i n d u c t iv e  a s  p h y s i c a l  s c ie n c e ;  
t h a t  i s  to  say  i t  draw s c o n c lu s io n s  from  f a c t s  o f  
r e v e l a t i o n * " ^  W ith t h i s  a s  h i s  acknow ledged m ethod ,
Gore t u r n s  to  t h e  S c r i p t u r e s  to  d i s c o v e r  what f a c t s  
a r e  e v i d e n t ,  a v a i l a b l e ,  and re v e a le d #  "Uimii s t a k e  a b ly
i s  o u r  L ord  t h e r e  j ^ ' s p e l  o f  at*. J o h i^  p u t  b e f o r e ,u s  o s  
th e  e t e r n a l  Bon o f  th e  R a th e r  in o a r h o to ,  and -u n m is ta k e a b ly  
i a  th e  i n n e r ,  e s s e n t i a l  u n i t y  o f  th e  Bon and  th e  R a th e r  
and t h e i r  c o n t i n u a i  a b id in g  one i n  t h e  o t h e r  t h e r e  
i n s i a t c d  upon , b u t  i t  a l s o  a p p e a rs  t h a t  th e  Bon o f  th e
1 (k ire ,  Bampton L e c tu r es# p .  150#
2 Go I'd# D issertations # ■. p#- 205# .Æ hls same ç c tu a  1 p r i n ç i p l e "  i s  s e t  f o r t h  i nt  lie i n t r o  due t i o n  o f  t  he Bampton Lec t u r e  s , t  ho ugh p e rh a p s  more p h l l o  so p h i  q a l l y  : i%)l e.namely t h a t  , a l l  r i g h t  th e o ry  êm er^ %  o u t  o f  e x p e r ie n c e #  ,and i s  th e  a n a l y s i s  o f  e k p e r ie n c e :  t h a t  t iie  r i g i i t  niethod o f  p h i l o sophy i s  n o t  a p r i o r i # 
a b s t jp a c t ,  o r  e%te%?nal, b u t  i s  b a s e d  i n  each  departm on t o f  e n q u i ry  upon a p ro fo u n d  and sy m p b th e t ic  s tu d y  o f  th ë  f a c t s # "  p# v i i l #
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F au b e r  l e  l i v i n g  and t e  a c h in g  u n d e r  r e s t r a i n e d  h m o n  
*1c o n d i t io n s # "  But Gore f i n d s  t h i s  an tinom y n o t  j u s t  
i n  th e  G ospel o f  St# John  b u t  i n  t h e  Gospel n a r r a t i v e  
g e n e ra l ly *  The two v iew s a r e  su g g e s te d  c o n o u r r e n t ly ;  
"The f a c t s  whioh c o n t i n u a l l y  su g g e s t  t h a t  He I s  more 
th a n  man, t h a t  He I s  I n  a un ique sen se  Bon o f  God, 
and, th o s e  w hleh  s u g g e s t  t h a t  lie i s  l i v i n g  and sp e a k in g  
u nder c o n d i t i o n s  o f  human l i m i t a t i o n ,  a r e  i n d i s s o l u b l y  
I n te r m in g le d  w ith , one s h o t  lier# one im p re s s io n  i s
g iv e n  by th e  G o s p e ls ,  ta k e n  to g e th e r , ,  o f  a r e a l  
e n t r a n c e  o f  t h e  e te i?n a l  Bon o f  (k>d i n t o  p u r  n^nhood and 
i n t o  th e  l i m i t e d  c o n d i t io n s ,  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  n e c e s s a r y  
to  a r e a l l y  human s t a t e #  T h is  view  |p o n o t i< 0  can  
i n t e r p r e t  and  h o ld  t o g e t h e r  a l l  t h e  p'hcnoména, and  
t h i s  v iew  does h o ld  them a l l  t o g e t h e r  and does e n a b le  
ua to  r e a d  t h e  G o sp e ls  w i th o u t  d o in g  v io le n c e  to  any 
e lem en t i n  th e  m an y -s id ed  b u t  c o n s i s t e n t  p ic t .u re  w hich 
th e y  p r e s e n t# " ^
But i f  such  a p o l a r i t y  does e x i s t ,  wEiy does  i t  
e x i s t ?  WHy a i d  God become mon? "A d iv in e  m o tiv e  
c a u se d  tdio I n c a r n a t i o n " , s a y s  Gore# " I t  was a 
do libex’â t e  a c t  o f  God ’p r o p t e r  n o s  homines e t  p r o p t e r  
no s tru m  pa l u t  cm’ ; i t  was & ’means d e v i s e d ’ f o r  o u r  
r e c o v e ry  and f o r  o u r  c o n s m m a t io n ,  a m eans, t h e r e f o r e
# * # « » # *  '
1 Q ore , H I s s e r t a t l o B s i pi>* 84-85»
2 Ib ic U ,  p p . 87"88 .
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c l i ro c to d  and ad a p te d  i n  th e  d iv in e  wisdom to  s e rv e  
i t s  purposp*  That p u rp o se  in c lu d e d  on  th e  one s id e  
a c l e a r  ex- r e v e l a t i o n  o f  Clod’ s  ïuind. and b e in g  to  m an  i n  
te rm s  i n t e l l i g i b l e  to  him, and on th e .  o t h e r  henicl th e  
e x h i b i t i o n  o f  th e  t r u e  i d e a l  o f  human nature#" '^
" * * . f o r  lo v e  o f  Us# . . F o r  o u r  sake s. t h e  Son o f  God 
abandoned H is  own d iv in e  p r e r o g a t i v e s . . . " ^  But# 
a s  c o u ld  be  e x p e c te d ,  God’ e lo v e  i s  n o t  o n ly  th e  
m otive  b u t  a l s o  th e  p o B s l b i l l t y  o f  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n .
"The I n c a r n a t i o n  in v o lv e s  b o th  th e  s p l f - e x p r e s s i o n , 
and th e  s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n  o f  God. God can  e x p re s s  
H im se lf  i n  t r u e  manhood b ec a u se  manhood I s  t r u l y  and 
o r i g i n a l l y  made i n  God i s  Image ; and on th e  o t h e r  hand# 
God can l i m i t  H im se lf  by  th e  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  manhood, 
b ec a u se  th e  Godhead c o n t a i n s  i n  i t s e l f  e t e r n a l l y  th e  
p r o to ty p e  o f  human s e l f - s a c r i f i c e  and s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n * ^ .
. . i .  .N-» « 4 -  »  M W II n m
1 .Gore, Bampton L e c tu r e s , pp . 155-^156,
2 G ore , D i s s e r t a t i o n s , p* 90 .
3 T .e .  JMwards:# The ^God-Man. p p . 129*"^130."B ut th e  Ice ho s i s  c o n s i s t s  o f  two suooesB lvc s t e p s .  The f i r s t  s t e p  was t h é  l a y in g  a s id e  th e  fo rm  o f  God and t h i s  a c t  th e  A p o stle  d o te s  back  i n t o  th e  p r è - l n c a r n a t o  s t a t e - o f  th e  Logos#: I t  was ani n f i n i t e  a c t  o f  a q l f -d e n la X , .  th a n  w hich  a l e s s e r  w ould have b e e n  im p o s s ib le  to  Him# a s  w e l l  a s  in c a p a b le  o f  b e in g  r e v e a l e d  a s  an p t h i o a l  example to  men. Then, when He had d i v e s t e d  H im se lf  o f  H is  m e ta p h y s ic a l  om nipo tence a s  Bon o f  God, and was fo u n d  i n  f a s h i o n  a s ' a  nian ho Iw ib le c l  H im se lf  -  an  e x p r e s s io n  p r o p e r l y  a p p l i c a b l e  o n ly  t o  a man o r  th e  Logos a s  man -  and  lie humbled H im se lf  more th a n  
would have b ee n  p o s s i b l e  t o  any mere man o r  a n g e l ,  however p e r f e c t ,  and however much a id e d  by  th e  
S p i r i t  o f  God*"
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f o r  God :ls
All the above-data -  Christ’ a human "ignormioe", 
the witness of Scripture to His divinity and humanity, 
the motive and the p o s s i b i l i t y  of Incarnation -  
lead Gore to  the conclusion that only tho’ Kenotic 
Theory, the self-1-iiiiitàtlon of the Bon, can possibly 
hold the a do qua to answors; "In our own day i t  is  
s t i l l  far too much the habit to treat the inqui3?y as 
a matter of one o r  two texts* It c a n n o t  bo too much
i Gore# Ban%ton. Loo t u r c s ,  pp . ' I 6 l - l b 2 . .  ■
T h is  q u o ta t i o n  d ep en d s , i n  p a r t ,  upon e a r l i e r  s t a t e m e n t s  ab o u t th e  d o c t r i n e  o f  t h e  T r i n i t y .  " I n  Goxi t h e n ,  we im a g in e ,  i s  a p e r  f o o t  and e t e r n a l  l i f e ,  o f  w i l l  and  r e a s o n  and  love* But must n o t  t h i s  be  a l i f e  o f  r e l a t l o n s M p s ?  H ost s u r e ly  lo v e  i s  o n ly  c o n c e iv a b le  a s  a p e r s o n a l  r e l a t i o n ­s h ip  o f  a l o v e r  and  a lo v e d .  i f  God i s . e t e r n a l  l o v e ,  t h e r e  m ust be on e t e r n a l  o b j e c t  foi^ h i s  l o v e .  A ga in , th e  l i f e  o f  r e a s o n  i s  o r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  th e  s u b j e c t  v/hich tEiinlcs t o  th e  o b j e c t  t l io u g h t ,  and an e t e r n a l l y  p e r f e c t  miind p o s t u l a t é s  an e t e r n a l  o b j e c t  f o r  i t s  co n tem p la t io n #  Once m ore, th e  l i f e  o f  w i l l  means th e  p a s s a g e  o f  w i l l  i n t o  o f f e p t ;  t h e r e  i s  no s a t i o f a c t i o n  to  w i l l  e x c e p t  i n  p r o d u c t io n ;  and e t e r n a l l y  l i v i n g  and s a t i s f i e d  w i l l  p o s t u l a t e s  and e t e r n a l l y : a d e g u a t e  p roduc t#Thus i t  i s  t h a t  o u r * . * t r à i n è  o f  th o u g h t  l e a d  us to  p o s t u l a t e  o v e r  a g a i n s t  God i n  H is  e t e r n a l  b e in g ,  a l s o  an e t e r n a l  h x p re s s io n  o f  t h a t  b e i n g ,  which s h a l l  be b o th  an o b j e c t  to  H is  tliough t and a s a t i s f a c t io n  
to  H is  w i l l  and a re p o se  to  H is  l o v e ,  and t h i s  i s . . .  th e  L ogos , th e  e t e r n a l  e x p r e s s io n  o f  God’ s  b e in g  i n  f e l l o w s h ip  w i th  H iin o e lf ."  ' Ikminton f e a t u r e s ,p p .
The se s ta te m e n t  s (ab ove) a g re e  and make e x p l i c i t  h i s  l a t e r  s ta te m e n t  i n  th e  D i s s e r t a t i o n s ,  wliioh m e n tio n s  " th e  e t e r n a l  s u b o rc l in a t io n  and r e c e p t i v i t y  
o f  t h e  Bon [ t o  GOd th e  3?athor.^ "p i  a s o r t a t i o n s , p .  86 . -
1Ü3
em phaclB ed .t h a t  I t  l e  v o ry  f a r  f ro m -b e in g  t h i s .
What l a  t o l d  a s  o f  o u r  L o rd ’ s  I n t o l l e c t u a l  g row th  i n  
c h i ld h o o d ,  o f  H is  r e l a t i o n  to  th e  Holy S p i r i t  a s  man 
b o th  i n  t e a c h in g  and w ork ing  m i r a c l e s ,  o f  H is  
p r o g r e s s iv e  ’l e a r n i n g ’ from  th e  F a t h e r ,  o f  H is  a s k in g  
q u e s t io n s  and c x p r c a s in g  s u r p r i s e ,  o f  H ip , ig n o ra n c e  
o f  t h e  day and W u r  o f  th e  en d , o f  H is  p r a y e r s ,  o f  
H is  d ism ay and a g o n y , , o f  H is  f e e l i n g  H im se lf  ’f o r s a k e n ’ 
by  th e  F a t h e r ;  a l l  t h a t  S t .  P a u l  and S t .  Jo h n  t e l l  
u s  to  a c c o u n t  f o r  t h e s e  f a c t s ,  ab o u t H is  hav ing  ’comc 
down’ from  lie even and l e f t  ’th e  g l o r y  ’ and a f t e r  
H is  r e s u r r e c t i o n  r e t u r n i n g  whence Ha hod come -  o f  
H is  ’em pty ing  H im s e l f ’ , ’b .oggaring  H im s e l f ’ t o  ta k e  
th e  r e a l  c h a r  a c t  e r i s t i c s  o f  hu m an ity , and o f  H is  b e in g ,  
i n  t h a t  hum an ity , su b e e q a e n t ly  e x a l t e d :  a l l  t h i s
(an d  t h e r e  i s  n o th in g  which d i s a g r e e s  w i th  i t )  f o r c e s  
upon u s j  w i th  a c o n s i s t e n t  p r e s s u r e  o f  e v id e n c e ,  th e  
c o n c lu s io n  t h a t  a r e a l  s e l f - e m p ty in g  was in v o lv e d  i n  
th e  In c a rn a t io n * " '^  T h i s " s e l f - e m p ty in g "  fo rm s th e
b a s i s  f o r  th e  K en o tic  T heory ,
/To d e s c r ib e  t h e  a c t  o f  K éV àja is  , Gore t u r n s ,  
n a t u r a l l y ,  to  B o r lp tu e  and s p e c i f i c o l l y  t o  B t. Paul#  
Thougli he has a s s e r t e d  t h a t  the- K en o tic  Theory i s  n o t  
a m a t t e r  o f  one o r  two t e x t s , ' "  such  an a s s e r t i o n  i n  no 
way n e g a te s  th e  d e s c r i p t i v e  v a lu e  w hich  th o s e  % ]6irticular
1 G ore , D is s e r t a ^ i o n s , p', 203*2 see above"'%'l02.
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passages offer, prominent as they are. In
P h i l i p p i  an s  2 :5 ^ 1 1 ,  Paul "da  scribes i t  jtha K^Wiia'fsJ
as BOlf-Gmptyihg. Ohr-ist Jesus prcwexlsteel, ha 
claolares, in the form of God. The word ’form’ 
transferred from  p b y s io a l  shape to spiritual type# 
describes -  as'Bt. Paul uses i t ,  alone or in 
ooiTi%)0 s l t i o n ,  with uniform acowzacy - the permanent 
charaetefiSuicG of a thing. Jesus Oiii^ ist then in 
H is  p r a - a x l q t e n t  s t a t e  v/as l i v i n g  i n  tha- iperinanënt 
0 haracteristles of the life  of God. In such a l ife  
i t  was His right to remain* I t  belonged to Him,
But He r e g a rd e d  n o t  H is  p r e r o g a t i v e s  a s  a man r e g a r d s  
a prisüe he m ust c l u t c h  a t*  F o r  lo v e  o f  us He a b ju r e d
th e  p r e r o g a t i v e s  o f  e q u a l i t y  w i th  God* By on a c t  o f  *
d e l i b e r a t e  s e l f - a b n e g a t i o n .  He so e m p tie d  H im se lf  aB 
t p  assume th e  perm anen t c h a r a o t e r i s t i c s  o f  t l ie  humai: 
o r  s e r v i l e  l i f e :  He to o k  th e  form  o f  a s e rv a n t^
Hob o n ly  so# b u t  He was made i n  ou tv /ard  appeareance 
l i k e  o t h e r  men and was found  i n  f a s h io n  a s  a mnn^ 
t h a t  i s ;  i n  th e  tx » a a s i to ry  q u a l i t y  o f  o u r  m o r t a l i ty *  
The . ’ fo rm ’ ; th e  ^ l ik e n e s s  ’ ; t  he ’ f a s h io n  ’ o f  manhood#
He to o k  them a l l ;  T hus; re m a in in g  i n  unchanged 
p e r s o n a l i t y ;  lie i s  e x h i b i t e d  a s ;  * ; ’l a y i n g  a s id e  th e  ’ '
* >  \  Jhmmode o f  d iv in e  e x i s t e n c e ’ ( t o  è/V<xl | 0 e ^  )
i n  o r d e r  to  assume th e  human;
"A g a in , S t .  P a u l  d e s c r i b e s  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  a s  
a ’ s e l f - b e g g a r y  ’ è . j j l  C o r in th ia n s  8 : 9 ] The 
m etaphor s u g g e s t s  a man o f  w e a l th  who d o l i b a r a t e l y  
abandons th e  iw e r o g a t iv e s  o f  p o s s e s s io n  to  e n t e r  upon 
th e  e x p e r ie n c e  o f  p o v e r ty #  n o t  b e c a u se  he th in lc s  i t  
B b e t t e r ,  s t a t e #  b u t  i n  o r d e r  to  h e lp  o t h e r s  up 
th ro u g h  r e a l  f e l l o w s h ip  w i th  t h e i r  e x p e r ie n c e  to  a 
l i f e  o f  w e a l .  . . . T h i s  i s  how C t. P a u l  i n t e r p r e t s  o u r  
L o rd ’ s, coraing down from  heaven# and i t .  i s  m a n i f e s t  
t h a t  i t  e x p r e s s e s  som eth ing  v e ry  much more th a n  th e  
more a d d i t i o n  o f  a manhood^ to  h i s  Godhead. In  a 
c e r t a i n  a s p e c t  in d e e d  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  i s  th e  . f o ld in g  
roun d  th e  Godhead o f  th e  y e l l  o f  th e  hum anity , to  
Elide i t s  g lo ry #  b u t  i t  i s  much more th a n  t h i s *  I t  
i s  0 c e a s in g  to  e x e rc i s e #  a t  l e a s t  i n  a c e r t a i n  s p h è r e # 
and so f a r , a s  human th o u g h t  can a t t a i n ,  some n a t u r a l  
p r e r o g a t i v e s  o f  th e  d iv in e  e x i s t e n c e ;  i t  i s  a coming 
to  e x i s t  f o r  Iqve o f  us under c o n d i t i o n s  o f  b e in g  n o t  
n a t u r a l  to  Godhead*"^
Gore is  anxious to  establish that this act of
/ is  an act of great sacrifice n o t  o n ly  for 
Christ but also for God* . In fact# Gore specifies 
that ouch a ’double’ aacrifioe is  necessary i f  the 
unity of the Godhead is  to be maintained* The 
limitation of the Bon i s  r e g a rd e d  "as not imposed from
1 Gore # D i s a e r t a t i o n s . pp*. 88- 90*
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without but en'act of Ills a rm  powes? -  that divine 
power will eh déclaré s its e lf  ’most chiefly’ in such 
s é If-r cup urn Ing ’p ity’ and lovo#"'^  ' "lior el'ioulcl i t  
be le ft out of sight that# so far as the se lf-  
limitation o f  the Bon even within a, certain sphere of 
operation .may be supposed to affect His essential 
conBubstantiality with the Father# It Is relative to 
that no less mysterious but also no less real act of 
self-denial on the part of the Father v/hich the Kgy/ 
Testament describes as His ’giving up’ or ’giving’ 
the Bon* There is  reciprocal self-sacrifice  
postulated alike in the jj'athor and the It is
this great saorlfioe which forms the very moral 
fibre of the Incarnation* It is  the suprême act of 
love which lays hold upon our very lives and "by which 
the Son of God-took into Himself human nature to 
redeem it*"3 ,
/The result of this act of denial# the KàVùJ^^S 
of the eternal Logos, ia true manhood* "The Son of 
God# wltEiout ocdaing to be God# the Son of tlie 
Father, and without ceasing to be conscious of His 
divine relation as Bon to the Father, yet, in 
assuming human nature, so truly entered into i t  as
weAPWifciü
1 Gore, 131 Bser t a t ion a * p p . 206-209*
2 I b i d . ,  ^ .  2 0 9 -2 1 0 , l i s t i n g  8 t*  Jo h n  3 :1 6 ;
I  Jo  tin 4 :  9 ;  Romans 8; 32*
3 I b i d * , .p* 224. "
J.UY
really t o  grow and l i v e  as Bon of Man under p r o p e r l y  
human conditionà# that is  to say also under properly 
human limitations* Thus# i f  we are to express 
t i l l s  i n  Eiuman language#  we a)?e f o r c e d  t o  a s s e r t  t h a t  
within the sphere and period of His incarnate and 
mortal l i f e ,  Ha did, and as it  would appear d id  
H a b i tu a l l y  - doubtless by the voluntary action of 
His own aalf-limlting and self-restraining love -  
0 6 0 se from the exercise of tliose divine functions 
and. powers, including the divine ODinlBclenoe, v/hich
would have b ee n  lnopm%)atlble w i th  a t r u l y  human
i /experience*" However, the K6'P c^ri5 does, not
result in a Biniplifiod form of motamorpiioslB -  God 
becomes man - but rather results i n  a more complex 
dualism: "* *.withdrawing these jjlls power, majesty,
and omniscience from operation within the sphere 
of the humanité Ho yot Himself lived' under human 
conditions* And this seems to postulato that the 
personal life  of the Word should have, been lived.as 
i t  were from more than one centre^ -  that Ke who knows
*i#k **à # M  $** «»* #**%##
1 G ore , D i s s e r t a t i o n s ,  p* 94* "The h u m i l i a t i o n  o f  O h r i s t  x s  to  be r e g a r d e d  t h e r e f o r e  -  n a y ,  i t  i s8s u r e l y  r e v e a l e d  i n  B o r ip tu r e  -  a s  b e in g  a v o lu n ta r y  a c t  o f  lo v e ;  a s t a t e  m a in ta in e d  by a c o n t in u o u s  a c t  o f  /unw earied w i l l . "  H .L . O t t l e y ,  The D o c t r in e  of  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n ,  p . 289#
2 The l a o t  i t a l i c s  a r e  mine*
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and does a l l  t h i n g s  i n  th e  F a th e r  and i n  th e  u n iv e r s e  
sh o u ld  ( r e v e r e n t l y  b e  i t  s a id )  Eiave begun to  l i v e  from  
a new c e n t r e  when He assumed manhood# and u nder new 
and r e s t r i c t e d  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  power and know ledge ."^
To m a in ta in  t h a t  th e  Logos l i v e d  from  two c e n t e r s  i s  
n o t  th e  r e s u l t  o f  a p r i o r i  s p é c u la t i o n  b u t  th e  l o g i c a l  
p o s i t i o n  w hich em erges from  an a n a l y t i c a l #  e m p i r i c a l  
s tu d y  o f  th e  S c r i p t u r e s .  "But a r e  we to  p o s i t  t h i s  
abandonment a s  a b s o lu te ?  D id  th e  3on a c t u a l l y  c e a se  
to  m ed ia te  th e  p r o c e s s io n  o f  th e  Holy Ghost i n  th e  
d iv in e  b e in g  and to  upEiold th e  w o r ld s  i n  b e in g ?  Such 
a p o s i t io n #  I  r e p e a t#  c o u ld  n o t  be m a in ta in e d  u n l e s s  
th e  d iv in e  r e v e l a t i o n  p o s i t i v e l y  and  e x p r e s s ly  f o r c e d  
i t  upon u s .  But i t  does n o t ;  on th e  c o n t r a r y  t h e r e  
i s  r e a s o n  to  b e l i e v e  t h a t  th e  a p o s t o l i c  w r i t e r s  con ­
te m p la te d  th e  c o n t in u a n c e  o f  t h e  d iv in e  and cosm ic 
f u n c t i o n s  th ro u g h  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n .  we m ust n o t  th e n  
d i s t u r b  o r  d e s t r o y  t h e  p i c t u r e  o f  th e  i n c a r n a t e  s t a t e  
v/liich th e y  g iv e  u s  i n  G ospe ls  and IC p is t ie s  by b r in g in g  
th e  a b s o lu te  d iv in e  s t a t e  o f  th e  Son s id e  by s id e  w i th  
th e  p i c t u r e  o f  H is  h u m i l i a t io n :  f o r  t h i s  i s  e x a c t l y
G ore , D i s s e r t a t i o n s . p .  2 1 5 . '  (See a l s o  Gore#B e l i e f  In  G h r i s t . p .  2 2 6 .)  T.G. Edwards# The God-Man p.. lOS" a g r e e s ;  "He f i l l s  two d i s t i n c t  s p h e re s  o f  a c t i o n ;  t h e  one a s  second P e rso n  i n  th e  T r i n i t y #  w i th o u t  b e g in n in g  and y / i th o u t  en d , W i th o u t  h u m i l i a t i o n  and w i th o u t  su b se q u e n t  e x a l t a t i o n ;  th e  o t h e r  a s  
Logos i n c a r n a t e  o r  God-man# w hich  mode o f  e x i s t e n c e  He assumed a t  t h e  in c a r n a t io n #  b u t  w i l l  c o n t in u e  to  have f o r  e v e r ;  and i t  i s  th e  same d iv in e  P e rso n  t h a t  o c c u p ie s  b o th  p o s i t i o n s . "
v/hat th e  a p o s t o l i c  v ;rite ï»s dd n o t  çid. Wé m ust h o ld
to  th e  r e a l i t y  o f  th e  h u m il ia t io n #  and# i f  we dan
see no f u r t h e r #  wo must be c o n te n t  to  h o ld  t h a t#  even
i n  a way we c a n n o t  conce ive#  t h i s  s t a t e  o f  l i m i t a t i o n
w i th in  th e  sp h e re  o f  th e  hum anity  must have b ee n
com%)atible w i th  th e  e x e r c i s e  i n  a n o th e r  sphere#  by
th e  same d iv in e  p erson #  o f  th e  f u l n e s s  o f  d iv in e  
'ipow er."  Gore a rg u ed  f o r  t h i s  p o s i t i o n  n o t  o n ly  from  
S c r i p t u r e  b u t  a l s o  from  th e  F a t h e r s  and t r a d i t i o n  o f  
th e  ca tE io lic  Ghufch: "Nor has th e  th o u g h t  Of tl ie
Church fou nd  t h e  abandonment o f  th e  cosm ic p o s i t i o n  
even a c o n c e iv a b le  h y p o th e s is*  Thus i f  we a r e  a sk ed  
th e  q u e s t io n  -  can  t h e  f u n c t i o n s  o f  th e  Son i n  tlie  
Godhead and i n  th e  u n iv e r s e  have been  su sp ended  by  th e  
I n c a r n a t io n ?  we ca n n o t b u t  answer# w i th  th e  t h e o lo g ia n s
1 Gore# D i s s e r t a t i o n s # p p . 206-207* T*B. s t r o n g ,
A Man U a T o f  T heo lo gy , p . 123*"Tlie Bon o f  God# when He came, to  t h e  eaz^th# d id  n o th in g  w hich  c o u ld  a l t e r  H is  e s s e n t i a l  n a t u r q .  B eing  i n  t h e  form  o f  God b e fo re #  He so re m a in e d .  What lie d id  do# was to  l a y  down f o r  th e  p u rp o s o s  o f  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  th o s e  a t t r i b u t e s  o f  g l o r y  w hich a s  e q u a l  to  th e  F a th e r#  He had o f  r i g h t , .He d i v e s t e d  H im se lf  o f  a l l  e x t e r n a l  s ig n  ( i f  th e  e x p r e s s io n  may be alloT/ed) o f  Godhead# and was found  i n  f a s h i o n  a s  a man. As Word o f  God v/e b e l i e v e  t h a t  He c r e a t e d  and s u s t a i n s  th e  w o r ld ;  th e  W orld was s u s t a i n e d  b y  th e  Word no l e s s  d u r in g ,  th e  days  o f  t h e  h u m il ia t io n * "
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o f  th e  Church from  jx*enaeus to  v / e s t o o t t , ’^ t h a t  i t  
i s  to  us  i n c o n c e iv a b le .  Nor can 'w e d i s s o c i a t e  th e  
f u l f i l m e n t  o f  th e s e  f u n c t i o n s  from  th e  e x e r c i s e  o f
Qomni s o l e n c e • "
By t h i s  h y p o th e s i s  Goi'e i s  a b le  to  d e fe n d  th e  
u n i ty  o f  C h r i s t ’ a p e r s o n  a t  t l ie  t im e o f  t h e  I n c a rn a t io n ;  
"T hroughou t th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  th e  p e r s o n  o f  th e  Bon i s  
u n c h a n g e d . " ^  " j e s u s  G h r i a t # th e  son  o f  God in c a r n a te #  
v/as and i s #  a t  e v e ry  moment and i n  e v e ry  a c t ,  b o th  
God and man, p e r s o n a l ly  God made man; He i s  a s  t r u l y  
God a t  H is  b i r t h  o r  d e a th  a s  now i n  H is  g l o r y ,  and a s  
t r u l y  man nov/ i n  H is  g l o r y  a s  fo rm e r ly  i n  H is  human 
b i r t h  and  m o r ta l  l i f e # " ^  LesbtE iis  v iew  be c o n s id e r e d  
r a t l i e r  am biguous, Gore d e f in e s  h i s  p o s i t i o n  more 
sh a rp ly *  " I t  ^k> ro’ s v iew  o f  th e  p e r s o n  o f  O h r is ’0  
i s  o p p o se d , t h e n ,  on th e  one s i d e ,  t o  th e  v iew , w hich
1 Gore r e f e r s  t o  t h i s  q u o ta t io n  from  Ire n p e u s^  cm;uHaer*. v . l8 * 3 :  Mundi enim f a c t o r  vez’e Rarbimi B e i ,e s t :  h ie  autem , e s t  Dominus no s t a r  q u i  i n  n o v l s s im i s  tem poy ibus  hqmq f a c t  u s  e s t ,  i n  hod mundp e x s i s t e n s  e t  seouindiim i n v l s i b i i i t a t e m  c o n t i n e t  C-^ens?] quae f a c t a  su n t  omnia e t  i n  u n iv e r s a  c o n d i t i o n e  i n f i x u s  quoniam Verbum B e i  g u b e rn a n 8 e t  c iisponens ôinnià ." D js B e r ta t io n s *, p . 99*
r e f e r s  to  y / c s t c o t t , G ospel o f  B t.  Em, p p . - 1 0 -1 1 ,  and to  E p i s t l e  to  th e  Hebrews# p .  1 ; ^ ,  w here , i n  th e  l à t t ë r ,  lie s ¥ a t ¥ s :■ ' ' *  *-this [ c r e h t i v e  and  s u s t a i n i n g ]  v/prlc [o f  Ohz»istj| was i n  no way i n t e r r ­u p te d  by th e  I n c a r n a t i o n . "  D i s s e r t a t i o n s #  p .  200.I , I I  I ,  I I #  * »
2 G ore , D i s s e r t a t 1o n s , 93*
3 G ore , Bampton L e c t u r e s # p .  IG3 .
4 G o re , D i s s e r t a t i o n s , p .  95.
I ,m u s t  p a l l  th e  a p r i o r i , d o g m a tic a l  and u n t i l s t o r l e a l*'**' - - I - . * ’. »  t  ,
view  t h a t  C h r i s t ’ s human mind was fz*om,the f i r s t  
moment o f  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  and c o n t in u o u s ly  f looded , 
w i th  com ple te  know ledge and w i th  th e  g lo r y  o f  th e  
b e a t i f i c  v i s io n #  so t h a t  Ho n e v e r  c o u ld  r e a l l y  grow 
i n  knowledge o r , b e  ig n o r a n t  o f  a n y th in g ,  o r  be p e r s o n a l l y  
i n  any p e r p l e x i t y  o r  d o u b t.  I t  i s  opposed,, on th e  
o t h e r  hand , t o  t h e  a p r i o r i * h u m a n i ta r ia n  and a l s o  
u n h i s t o r i c a l  v iew  t h a t  th e  Bon i n  becoming man c e a s e d  to  
be o o n sc io u s  o f  H is  o\Vn e t e r n a l  sonsh ip#  and became# 
n o t  m ere ly  a human b u t  a f a l l i b l e  and  p e c c a b le  
te a c h e r*  * *,B o th  th e s e  Views th e n  a p p e a r  to  b e  e q u a l ly  
c o n t r a d id te c l  by  th e  e v a n g e l ic a l  n a r r a t i v e  ta k e n  a s  i t  
s tands#^  The v iew  which i s  t r u l y  i n  acco rd an c e  w i th  
th e  n a r r a t i v e  m ust l i e  i n  betw een  th e s e  two e x tre m e s ;  
b u t  even v / i th in  th e  in t e r m e d ia t e  a r e a  v/a c a n n o t ,  I  
th in îc ,  b e  c o n te n te d  w i th  a view  w hich  s im ply  p u t s  i n  
3 ux t a po  s i  t  i o n , d u r in g  o u r  L o rd ’ s e a r t h l y  l i f e #  th e
- .  A I
d iv in e  and human C o n sc io u s n e s se s  « w hich r e p r e s e n t s  Him 
a s  a c t i n g  and sp e a k in g  now a s  clod and now a s  man# 
and w hich a t t r i b u t e s  t o  him s im u l ta n e o u s ly  o m n isc ien ce  
0B  God and l i m i t a t i o n  o f  knowledge a s  mam * I t  i s  ’ 
n o t  enough , f o r  exam ple , to  r e c o g n i s e  t h a t  o u r  L ord  
was ig n o r a n t  q f  th e  d iv in e  s e c r e t  q f  th e  day and  hour 
o f  th e  en d , i n  r e s p e c t  o f  H is  human n a t u r e , u n l e s s  we
1 K efep en o es  to  S t .  John  1 4 ;5 0 -3 1 ,  S t .  Matthew ?.iiî35 S t .  Jo h n  IG ;3 0 .
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r e c o g n i s e  aXso t h a t  Ho was so t r u l y  l i v i n g  u n d e r  
hUTiian c o n d i t i o n s  a s  n im s o l f  to  be  i g n o r a n t .  The Son 
H im self#  as. He r q v o a l s  H im self  to  t m n  i n  rmhhood# 
d id  n o t  knpw*"^
By th e  Kezlotio Theory# Gore# a s  o t h e r  K e n o t i c i s t s #  
d e s i r e s  to  s e c u re  th e  d o c t r i n e  o f  OEù'l e t ’ s  hum anity# 
f o r  i t  i s  thx*ough th e  p e r f e c t i o n  and l e a d e r s h i p  o f  
H is  human l i f e  t h a t  v/o a r e  b ro u g h t  t o  re d e m p tio n  and 
a r e  g iv e n  a s t a n d a r d  o f  t r u e  hum an ity .
X>assed tEnough a l l  s t a g e s  o f  a hmab.n developm ent# 
w i l l i n g  w i th  a human w i l l#  p e r c e i v i n g  w i th  human 
p e r c e p t io n s #  f e e l i n g  w i th  human f e e l i n g s #  r e c e iv in g #  
and depend ing  upon# th e  i l l u m i n a t i n g  and c o n s e c r a t i n g  
u n c t io n  o f  th e  Holy G h o s t . S u c h  a l i f e  m eant r e a l
1 Gore# D i s s e r t a t i o n s , pp . 95-97# G o re ’ s la n g u ag ea t  t h i s  p o i n t  i s  a b i t  c o n fu s in g #  and h i s  s t a t e ­m ents  h e re  w ould seem to  c o n t r a d i c t  such  e a r l i e r  re m a rk s  as# "é* . th e  hum anity  m ust have b een  co îig )à tib le  w i th  th e  e x e r c i s e  i n  a n o th e r  spEiere# by  th e  ^hme divine person# o f  t h e  f u l n e s s  o f  divine powérF} (aboyé# PM.09 ) and# "Nor can  we c l i s s o c ia te  th e  f u l f i l m e n t  o f  th è s e  f u n c t i o n s  [b y  
th e  Bon] from  th e  e x e r c i s e  o f  o m n is c ie n c e ."(above# p . 110 ) .  i n  th e  p a s s a g e  p r e s e n t l y  b e in g  c b n s ld e ra d #  i t  becomes o b v io u s  t h a t  a l l  o f  G ore’ s r é f é r e n c e s  t o  th e  Bon o re  t o  t h e  Bon w i th in  th e  sp h e re  t h e  I n c a r n a t i o n .  Thus t h e r e  i S |  a s  w all#  ^an# em phasis  upon th e  u n i ty  o f  C h r i s t ^ s h is to x ’i c  %)crson; t h e r e  i s  no dicEiotorny be tw een  human n a tu r e  and  d iv in e  natm ?o. i n  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  th e  two n a t u r e s  a r e  one m à  th e  same; t h a t  i s  th e  t r u e  m eaning o f  th e  In ca rn Ç ’fcion. T h is  u n i t y  sh o u ld  answ er any a c c u s a t io n  o f  A%X)llinarianism# such a s  <T.B. Lawton makes iii\ C o n f l i c t  i n  
0lliix_stolo.8g» P» \
2 Qoi*0;| Bamptoti ï je o .tü re s . pp..
s t r u g g l e  end  r e a l  e f f o r t  on th é  p a r t  o f  O h r is t#
"F o r  oiip sàlçoé th e  Bon. o f  God abanctoxied H ie own 
d iv in e  p r e r o g a t i v e s  i n  God i n  o r  dm? t o  win and m e r i t#  
a s  nuin# by  g r a d u a l  and  p a i n f u l  e f f o r t #  a g lo r y  vdilch# 
by  r i g h t # . m igh t heye b e e n  Hin $11 a long#  th e  g l o r y  
w hich  He had w i th  t h e  F a th e r  befoz'e t h e  w orld  v/as.
And t h a t  g lo r y  i n  f a c t  He re .c e iy e d  a s  th e  re w ard  o f  
H is  human o b e d ie n c e :  b e c a u se  o f  th e  o b ed ien c e  o f
H is  m o r ta l  l i f e  God# sa y s  Bt*. Pau l#  ’ h ig h ly  e x a l t e d  
Him# and gave  un to  him th e  name w hich i s  above e v e ry
Aname -  th e  d iv in e  nam e*’" However# l e s t  any one 
a c c u se  him o f  d e s c r i b in g  C h r i s t  a s  a mei*è' man* Gore 
p o i n t s  t o  t h r e e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  be tw een  o u r  nianhood and 
CExrist’ s p e r f e c t  manhood. 1) " I n  Him hum anity  i s  
s i n l e s s . " ^  "To Say t h a t  He was s i n l e s s  i s  to  say  
t h a t  He v/as f r e e *  *;**He d id  n o t  s in #  b ec au se  none o f  
H is  f a c u l t i e s  w ere d is o rd e re d #  th e r e  was no lo o s e  o r
; . 1 t
un governed  movement i n  H is  n a tu re #  no movement s a v f  
u n d e r  th é  oontx»ol o f  H is  w i l l#  He c o u ld  n o t  s in #  
b e c a u s e  s i n  b e in g  what i t  is.# r e b e l l i o n  a g a in s t  God# 
and He b e in g  what He.was# th e  F a t h e r ’ s Bon i n  maniiood# 
th e  human w i l l  w hich  was H is  i i is# u m ien t o f  m o ra l , 
a c t io n #  coulcl n o t  choose  to  s in*  I t  i s  r ig l i t*  # *tq  
say  t h a t  Q h r i s t  c o u ld  have r e f u s e d  o b e d ie n c e  i f
1 Gore# Bis  se x?t at Io n  b * p. 90 . philippians 2 :9
2 Gore # a^.mpton Lee ture a * }>• 165#
Hé had willed; what waq was that He
should w ill to 2) "%h joâùe ah)?ist humanity
was p e r f e o t i " ^ Man.  ^ orlglnaily# waà created intpèrfs o t ,
ià -é j  he was a d a p te d  t o  d ev e lo p  f r ç 'é l y '  a lo n g  th e  l i n e s  
Of (k)d’ s ' i n t e ù t i o %  à s  a: â e ï f ^ o n é o lp u s i»  f r è o  
per sociality ÿ yet Instead of gaining.perfêotl^ he
ohose to rehaik" "&ut in ùhriht» hùmahity is  not 
only free frpm taint# but# In the ixbrai eiid spiritual 
region# also at tlie goal of deyeiopmepti Ih Him 
flrat we see imu Oompletely In the image of God^  
x'eallaihg a ll that 'wae'in the Myine idea for man^ "^
3) J # e s u B  0 | i r i s t  I s  t h e  Q a th p l io  inani"4  He . i s  
è a th o l l ê "  i n  - a u n ig u ^  eenae h # a u s e  "He i s  0 x 0%)t # 
n o t  from  t h e  l im i ta t io n s ^ -w h ic h  b e lo n g  to  manhood# 
b u t  from  th e  l i m i t a t i o n s  whloh make o u r  maùhoèd narrow  
and  i s o l a t e d ,  m e r e ly  l o c a l  o r  n a t io n a l*  ' Born a  man# 
and a- Jew , i h  a q a r p e n t e r ’ s fam ily #  He oan be e q u a l ly  
c la im e d  by  'b o th  eex es#  by  a l l  é la e â e à #  by a l l  man Of 
a l l  n a t io n s *  T h is  i s  a p p a r e n t# i n  p a r t  i n  t h e  b ro a d  
a p p e a l  w hich J é s w  i # k e a  to man a s  %mn, i n  i l l s  t e a c h in g  
and  i n  I l ls ' i n e t i t u t l o h s * " ^
Goî’e? P»* 166-167'*
*
1 QOï‘0p2 î b i â - t
3 Ibid'*
4 Ibid*5 ibid.
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By th e  above t h r e e  " p o i n t s  o f  d i s t i n c t i o n " #
Gore wisheB " to  make i t  a p p a re n t  tixa t th e  suxxerna tiira l 
i n  iTosus C h r i s t  i s  n o t  ixnnatiuuxl# and  th e  m ira c u lo u s  
iio t th e  ’r e v e r s a i*  o r  th e  ^suèp ens io n ’- o f  n a t u r e ;  
r a t h e r #  t h a t  cTeouu O lw ls t  i n c a r n a t e  i s  th e  l e g i t i m a t e  
c l im a x  o f  n a t u r a l  d eve lopm en t,"^  su c h  a view  o f  
O l i r i s t  ’ e manhood th e  Ghun.ch' has  l i k e w is e  g u a rd ed
oth ro u g h o u t  h e r  l i f e / "  B u t ,  t h i s  i n s i e t e n e e  upon 
th e  co m p le te  hum anity  o f  C h r i s t  d o es  ..not p r e v e n t  
Gore from  m a in ta in in g  t h a t  C h r i s t  r e t a i n e d  H is  
s e l f - c o i iG c io u s h e s s  a s  th e  Son; "The d iv in e  son sh ip  
i s  im p r e s s iv e ly  a s s o r t e d  a t  th e  b a p t is m  o f  J u s u s  by 
John  i n  th e  r i v e r  Jordan# The p re -e m in e n t  d i g n i t y  
o f  th e  p e r s o n  o f  J e s u s  a p p e a rs  in d e e d  nowhere i n  th e  
G o sp e ls  more s t r i k i n g l y  th a n  i n  H is  r e l a t i o n  to  jo im  
tlie  B a p t i s t , '  a s  d e s c r ib e d  i n  a l l  t h e  G o sp e ls ;  and  ^
t l î a t  t h i s  p re -e m in e n t  d i g n i t y  c a r r i e d  v /i th  i t  
th ro u g h o u t  ou r L o rd ’ s m i n i s t e r i a l  l i f e  a c o n s c io u s n e s s  
o f  p r o p e r l y  d iv in e  sonsh ip#  i t  i s  n o t  p o s s i b l e  f o r  
any one to  d o u b t who a c c e p ts#  oven g e n e r a l l y ,  th e  
h i s t o r i c a l  c h a r a c t e r  o f  th e  sy n o p t ic  GospelB and 
o f  St# J o h n ’ s ,  I f  H is  e t e r n a l  'p r a - e x i s te n o e  i s
1 G o r e Bampton L octm ’o a » p . 18,
2 I b i d . ,  p p .  142-11^3*
p l a i n l y  a s s e r t e d  bÿ  Him o n ly  i n  John# y e t
t h i s  i s  n o t  n e p a rn b le  from  th e  e s e e n t i a l  so n sh lp
, |
a s s e r t e d  i n  th e  s y n o p t i s t s *  But t h i s  c o n s è io u s n e a s  
o f  d iv in e  sp n èh ip  p p ^ fa x ie t in g
w i th  a r e a l l y  .human developm ent p f
Qore GUms up h i é  a rgu m en ts  th e  K en o tiq
Theory.-by l i s t i n g  fo u r ,  c o n s i d é r a t i o n s  w hich  p o i n t  to  
th e  r a t i o n a l i t y ,  o $  h i s  ooneliision#: F i r s t  o f  o i l#
th e  K e n o tic  Theory o b s e rv e s  th e  given#, e m p i r i c a l  
d a ta#  no m a t t e r  where-^such ÿ # t s  l e a d j  "N o th in g  t h a t  
1# a f a o t  can  he. i r r a t i o n a l # .  h # /m a n y  t h i n g s  t h a t  
a r e  f a c t s  a r e  heyond  the ,pow er, o f  ;huma.n conceptions.eV ^ 
geoond# th e  f a c t  t h a t  Gyiqpathy ( lo y è )  l à  th e  k e y n o te  
o f  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  support.s  th e  K en o tic  Theory*
"And s u r e l y  h e re  -  i n  th e  r e g io n  o f  lo v e  and sympathy 
-  we have spmet.hing an a lo g o u s  to  a doub le  l i f e #  and  a 
doub le  l i f e  w hich  a f f e c t s  th e  i x i t e l l e c t  a s  much a s  
any o f  o u r  powers#- To syrf^athijge i s  to  p u t  o n e s e l f  
i n  a n o t h e r ’ A p la c e *  R edeifp tive  sympathy i s  th e  
a c t  o f  t h e  g r e a t e r  and b e t t e r  p u t t i n g  h im s e l f  a t  th e  
p o i n t , o f  v iew  o f  th e  ic w e r  and th e  worsen He m ust 
n o t  abandon h i s  own h iS h e r  s tand lixg^ground  i f  he i s  
t o  b e n e f i t  t h e  o b j e c t  o f  h i s  c o n ^ a s s lo n ;  b u t
A '  iw * w *  K # * i#
1 Re* 0  Ooire 11 $$8 as axamplci's; Bt* Mark a.2sS|37j
i S t 3 ' â ;  l 4 ; 62 and  p ;à i 'a l le l  n a n s a g s s ,  St* M atthew i l î 2 7 *  •' '
2 Oo.ra, ■a iB s e g . t e t i o h s * x>P* .78-79*. ( s e e
3 'Ï)*" 2i6*.
wW t K0 eileo f in d .
himQQlg 111 tW pl^oo oÿ .tW iQYf#;, he must qome tq 
lo o k  a t  tlrXng-s, ;aB he {the ïo&kq a t  them;
he muet l e a r n  t h i n g s  o y e r  a g a in  h i s  [ th e  
lo im r^  ^  p o i n t  o f ;  vie#«:.ï>vwe baye np b e t t e r  g u id e  
to  th e  inethoaa o f  God th a n  th p  b e a t  human eyn^atliy  
and lovek"'^ $ h ird ÿ  th e  n a tu r e  o f  Icnowlecige a r g u e s  
f o r  Bome fo rm  o f  l o n o t i o  fheory#  p u r  human * 
knoTi^edge ia  aenae^uanUitionedy diaouralvey and 
u n a b le  to  app rehend  th e  in n e rm o e t e s s e n c e ■of- t h i n g s ;  
b u t, .# (# :8 /k n o Ÿ À q % e ' f o  i n t u i t i v e  ( i n  an abao&uté 
aenae):^ I n f i n i t e l y  qon%>rehênelve*. and  i n ; ^ e i l i b l y
p e n e t r a t i v e  p f  the i n n e ^ m a t  eaaenqe  o f  ttiingé^*^
^^ 9?he more we p p n d e r  on  t h i o  th e  more I t  aeema 'to  me 
we pan r e a l i s e  how t h a t  ^ b i r t h ^  by Yfhloh God bepame 
many to  e n t e r  I n t o  man^e è x p e r ie h e ê y  f o r  th e  sake  
o f  man*8 red em p tio n ^  must have in y p iy ad - 'W ith in  th e  
aph e ra  o f  t h e  h w ta n i ty  som eth ing  whioh i n  human 
language- oan o n ly  "be e K ^ e s o e d  a s  -ip-’s le e p  and- a 
f o r g e t t i n g  % so s t r a n g e ly  e ^ o l i i s iy è  (p à  i t  would 
seem) i s  th e  human inode o f  oonaq iousnesB  o f  th e  
cUyine*^^ 4nct f o u r t h ;  Ood^s k 6 i /w c r iS ;  God*à s e l f -  
r e s t r a i n e d  power and p r e s e n e e ;  i s  Been th ro u g h o u t  
n a tu r e  and man# S h is  o f  th e  Son i s  th e
I n i l i n f  II n  llii l ti iW w « H i « l M r
1 0Qge. B i s a e r t a t l o a s . -ppw gil8-^2X9«
2 ; b i a i / m k  2 # . \3 ïb.icU-». PP*' 221V-
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supreme example* t h i s  l i n e  o f  'th o u g h t  #*
e l l  t h i s  why o f  c o n c e iv in g  o f  G6d*s a e l f - r ^ a t r a l n l n g  
pov/er and wiadorn *-* a t  l e a s t  p r e p a r e s  o u r  in in d  f o r  
t h a t  supreme a c t  o f  i^eÈpéèt and lo v é  f o r  H is  
c r e a t u r e s  by Which t h e  ^3ôh o f  C$6d to o k ' I n to  H im se lf  
human n a tu r e  to  redeem  i t ;  and i n  t a k in g  i t  l i m i t e d  
b o th  H is ' power a.hd H is  knowledge so t h a t  He c o u ld  
v e r i l y  l i v e  th ro iig h  a l l  th e  s t a g e s  o f  a p e r f e c t l y  
human e x p é r ie n c e  an d  r e s t o r e  o d r  n a t u r e  fi'om w i th i n  
by a c o n t a c t  so g e n t l e  t h a t  i t  gavé l i f e  t o  e v e ry
' . * ‘ ' '3f a c u l t y  w i th o u t  p a r a ly s in g  o r  d e s t r o y in g  ànyè-  ^ ' 
f h i 8 ty p e  o f  K onotio  T h e o ry ‘has  th e  d e f i n i t e  
a d v a n ta g e  o f  p r o f i t i n g  by  th e  M s t a k e s  o f  e a r l i e r  
ic en o tic  T h e o r ie s  an d , a t  th e  same t im e ;,  i n c o r p o r a t in g  
t h e i r  p o s i t i v e  c o n t r i b u t i o n s ,  to  Oiu’i a t o i o g y .  G ore , 
a s  e a r l i e r  K e n o t i c i s t s ,  f i n d s  lo v e  a t  th e  r o o t  o f  
th e  I n c a r n a t i o n .  novo i s  th e  m o tiv e  and lo v e  i s  
t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  th e  e x i n a n i t i o n . ^  Hut th e  
r e a l i t y  o f  lo v e  e n t a i l s ; ' t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  s a c r i f i c e i -  
n o t  o n ly  o f  th e  P a t  h e r  who g iv e s  b u t  a l s o  o f  th e  
Son who g o e s é ^  To  s e c u re  th e  r e a l  hum anity  o f  
SUS; w hich  th e  B e r ip t u r e s  w a r r a n t ,  some supreme 
a c t  o f  h u m i l i ty  by Him who * fo r"  o u r  sa k e s  became
1 G ore , D i s s e r t a t i o n s »  P» 22i*  H i l l , i K » i M n . « . m » <^i< ri i i i f ] i I I I  II w i n i ' i  1^ 111»  *  ■ "
2 Above* p f i o l .
3 Above, g p .  1 0 ^ -1 0 6 . '
1p o o r ’ I s  n e c e s sa ry #  To a s c e r t a i n  th e  n a tu r e  o f  t h i s  
h u m i l i a t i o n  Gore m a in ta in s  th e  n e c e s s i t y  o f  v iew in g  a l l  
e v id e n c e ,  and s c r i p t u r e  i n  x > cr t icu la r#  i n  such  a way
he hopes to  p ro v id e  an e m p i r i c a l  and s c i e n t i f i c  b a s i s
2f o r  h i s  Theory# " T h is  much Gore has  i n  cormnon w i th  
P a i r b a i r n  and th e  o t h e r  e a r l y  K e n o t i c i s t a ,  b u t  t h e r e  a r e  
a d v a n ta g e s  and em phases w hich  a r e  un ique  i n  t h i s  system# 
F i r s t , by a s s e r t i n g  t h a t  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  was a
3sp h e re  and p e r io d  w i t h i n  the  e t e r n a l  l i f e  o f  th e  L ogos, 
(aore i s  a b le  t o  a v o id  th e  a c c u s a t io n  t h a t  he has  
n e g le c te d  to  ta k e  i n t o  ac co u n t th e  d o c t r in e  o f  th e  
I m p a s s i b i l i t y  o f  God#^ J e s u s  C h r i s t ,  th e  Son o f  God 
i n c a r n a t e ,  was and i s ,  a t  e v e ry  moment and in  evex’y a c t ,
nb o th  God and  man, p e r s o n a l l y  God made man#**-  ^ I t  i s
t r u e  t h a t  God s a c r i f i c e  a Hi a Son, b u t  t h i s  i s  n o t  a
6**change" o r  "m etam orphosis"  o f  God b u t  th e  v e ry  e x p r e s s io n  
o f  H is  lo v e  -  th e  e s s e n t i d l  n a tu r e  o f  God, The 
I n c a r n a t i o n ,  f o r  G o re , i s  God r e v e a l i n g  H im se lf  a s  man, 
y e t  re m a in in g  what He was and i s ,  God#
1 Above ;p ,107  •
2 Above, p# 108,
3 G ore , D i s s e r t a t i o n s , p# 94#
4 An a c c u s a t io n  made a g a in s t  F a i r b a i r n ,  p p ,  40-*41. ,
3  G o re , O p#G it# , p# 95#
6 An a c c u s a t io n  made a g a in s t  D#W# F o n d e s t ,  pp# 7 4 -7 5 .
Second; by  sx^caking o f  O b r i s t ’ s I n c a r n a t i o n  a s  a 
" sp h e re"  and "x>ex*iocl" o f  H is  e t e r n a l  l i f e  a s  L ogos,
Gore i s  a b le  to  a v o id  th e  p rob lem  o f  Oosmic F u n c t io n s
-if o r  which F a i r b a i r n  i s  u n ab le  to  account#  "Gan th e  
f u n c t i o n s  o f  th e  Bon i n  th e  Godhead and i n  t h e  u n iv e r s e  
have been  su sp en d ed  by  t h e  I n c a r n a t io n ?  > We c a n n o t  b u t  
answ er###t h a t  i t  i s  to  u s  in c o n c e iv a b le # " ^  The e t e r n a l  
Word o f  God who e x p r e s s e s  H im se lf  w i th in  th e  sp h e re  o f  
hum anity d o es  n o t  c o n t r o l  th e  u n i v e r s e ,  b u t  t h e  e t e r n a l  
Word o f  God who e x p r e s s e s  H im se lf  v / i th in  th e  f u l n e s s  
o f  th e  Godhead, does#
T h i r d ,  and th e  c o r o l l a r y  o f  th e  seco n d , by 
d e fe n d in g  th e  d u a l  l i f e  o f  th e  L ogos, Gore i s  a b le  to  - 
e scap e  th e  l o s s  o f  c o n t i n u i t y  i n  C h r i s t ’ s  lo v e  and 
e x p e r ie n c e ,  w hich m arked F a i r b a i r n ’ s  t h e o r y ,^  Though 
C h r i s t  a t  one t im e  i s  a babe i n  H is  m o th e r ’ s a rm s, He 
i s  so by H is  own co n sen t#  " T h is  new form  o f  th e  
th e o ry  i s  n o t  open to  th e  c h a rg e s  o f  raaking th e  Logos, 
by one a c t  o f  s e l f - d e p o t e n t i a t i o n ,  in c a p a b le  o f  
d i s p l a y in g  H is  g r a c io u s  lo v e  i n  c o n n e c t io n  w i th  a l a r g e  
p a r t  o f  H is  human experience.#  w h ile  th e  L ogos, a s  man, 
p a s s e s  th ro u g h  th e  u n co n sc io u s  l i f e  o f  c h i ld h o o d ,  He 
i s  c o n s c io u s  o f  t h i s  s ta g e  o f  H is  i n c a r n a t e  b e i n g ,  and
1 Oh# I I , pp# 37-30*
2 G ore , D i s s e r t a t i o n s p# 93*
3 Oh# I I , pp# 32 -33 .
*îshows H is  lo v a  by c o n s e n t in g  t o  p s s s  th ro u g h  i t . "
Thùis His sympathy and Iqya can bo madlsted to a l l  of 
insnlclnd ■ a l i k e  on  th e  b a s i s  - g f  His-pomiipn p x p o rlo n p s  
w i th  mankind#. In  t h i s  o.asa H is  liuai^nlty i s  n o t  g  
hinclranoo b u t  a help#
Fourth, by arguing opnalstontly that the purppso 
o f  the. x n p o r n a t io n  i s  th e  red o m p tio n  o f  man and t h a t  
the nature o f  the i n o a r n a t i o n  i s  s p ip a th y  and l o v e ,
Gore is  a b le  to preserve th e  d i g n i t y  and freed o m  o f  th e  
i n d i v i d u a l  man, O h r i s t  to o k  o u r  hhiasn nature into 
H im se lf  BO that Hé u |igh t " r e s t o r e  o u r  n a tu r e  from  w i th in  
by a e o n ta o t  so g e n t l e  that i t  gave l i f e  to ev e ry  
f a c u l t y  w i th o u t  p a r a l y s i n g  o r  d e s t r o y in g  any#"^ In  
suoh  an experiohÇ b of d iv in e  p r e s e n c e ,  Gfod is  n o t  
saying "You are m in e " ,  but r a t h e r ,  " I  am with thee,#" 
B u re ly  t h i s  is  one Valid a s p e c t  o f  m  e n c o u n te r  w i th  
0 o d | i t  Is t h e  a x p o r ie n c e  o f  b e in g  won, n o t  f o r f e i t e d .
1 Bruoe., H u m i l ia t io n  o f  O h r l s t . p# 187# B ruce i s  here  d e fe n d in g  th e  D an ish  K e r io t i c i s t  M artonsen  
whose th e o r y  i s  p e rh a p s  t h e  o r i g i n a l  "R e a l  b u t  R e l a t i v e  T ype ."  Gore d o es  n o t  giVe M artenseri c r e d i t  f o r  any p a r t i c u l a r  p o i n t s  b u t  does say  i n  one p la c e  (D i s s e r t a t i o n s # p# 2 1 5 ):  "Thé o o n c o p t io na t  w hich we h a v e  ; a r r i v e d ' f r o m  th e  e x a m in a t io n  o f  th e  Hew ^Testam ent##véëems to  in v o lv e  ua i n  t h in k in g  o f  th e  In c  W h a t  ip h  so w w h a t a f t e r  t h e  manner o f  
B ishop  Marten'aen."-
2  G o re , D i s s e r t a t i o n s , p# 224.
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to  Ooü* Our In c t lv id ù â l  freedom  (bo i t  o n ly  t d  r e b e l )  
i s  n o t  je o p a rd is e d #
F i f t h ,  Gore i s  a b le  to  ac co u n t  i n  an  i r ig e n io u s  
way f o r  th e  s i n l e s s n e s s  o f  Ghx'iat bÿ t h e  p e r f e c t i o n  
o f  H is  manhood: "Td say  t h a t  Ho was s i n l e s s  i s  t o
say  t h a t  Hd v/as f re e #  #. #iie d id  h o t  s i n ,  b ee au se  Hone 
o f  H is  f a c u l t i e s  Y/ore d i s o r d e r e d ,  t h e r e  was ho lo o s e  
o r  ungoverried movement i n  H is  n a t u r e ,  no movement have  
under th e  c o n t r o l  o f  H is  w i l l# " ^  The p o r f e o t  w i l l  
by n a tu r e  w ould make th e  p o r f e c t  c l io ice  i n  any g iv e n  
s i t u a t i o n #  Ih  such  a v/ay, Gdhe i s  a b le  to  r e a s s e r t  
th e  hum anity  o f  Ghi’i s t  a t  & o r i t i c a l  p o in t  and does  
n o t  lo s e  th e  m ora l p)Ower o f  C h r i s t  a s  p a rad ig m . T h is  
argum ent i s  fo l lo w e d  by  an even w r e  s u b t l e  one ;
"He c o u ld  n o t  s i n ,  b e c a u se  s i n  b e in g  what I t  i s ,  
r e b e l l i o n  a g a i n s t  Odd, and  He beini^ what Ha w as, th é  
F a t h e r ’ s Bon i n  manhood, th e  human w i l l  w hich was H is  
in s t ru m e n t  o f  m ora l a c t i o n ,  c o u ld  n o t  choose  t o  s i n .
I t  i s  r i g  ht;#,#, t o  Bay t h a t  O h r ih t  o b d ld  Have r e f u s e d  
o b ed ien c e  i f  He had w i l l e d ;  What was im p o s s ib le  was 
t h a t  He sh o u ld  w i l l  to  s i n i " ^  Subh an  argum ent 
c o m p le te ly  a v o id s  th e  m e ta p h y s ic a l  p ro b lem s in v o lv e d  
i n  d e fe n d in g  p o t u i t  p ê c d a r e , p o t  a i t  non’ p e o c a r e . o r  
non p o t u i t  pec  c a re  ; f o r  th e  q u e s t io n  o f  C h r i s t  ’ s
1 G ore , Bmmton L e c t u r e s , p# 166*
2 I b i d . ,  pp# 166-167 .
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é in lô sÉ in ess  has  become tin e th ic a l ' .g u e b M o n i ,  C h r i s t#W  M. I I  « I I I , W # ' W .  ii w # . X * I l l
can  a l n ,  b u t  Hé may n o t  s in  w t h a t  i s  th e  p o i n t .
O h r i s t  i s  th o  d iv in e  word a s  man; th e re fo re .  lie: l e  
humanly p e r f e c t , and  .thé c o n s i a t euey o f  H is  p e r f e o t ,  
human o h a r a o te r  makqs s i n  m e ta p h y s io a l ly  p p .s s ib le  b u t  
e t h i c a l l y  im p0aaiblé:# . ."What vms im p o a s ib ie  was t h a t  
Hé sh o u ld  w i l l  to  s i n , "  In  t h i s  p o s i t i o n  Gore can  
m a in ta in  t h e  im % x )ss ib il i ty  o f  p in  t o p  O ln^ist, w h ich  
a v o id s  t h é  c h a rg e  .o f  A do p tion ism , and. y e t  c a n  a s s e r t  
O t o i s t ’ s  t r u e  hum anity  w hich  a v o id s  th e  c h a rg e  of,
Apo i l i n a r  i a n i  sia*
S i x t h ,  Gore h as  m a in ta in e d  th e  c a t h o l i c i t y  o f  
O h r i s t ’ s c h a r a c t e r  w i th o u t  y i e l d i n g  .His c l a im . to  human 
n a tu r e , .  " J e s u s  C h r i s t  i s  t h e  c a t h o l i c  man. . j^lej 
i s  exeki^ t, n o t  from  th e  l i m i t a t i o n s  w hich  b e lo n g  t o  
manhood, b u t  from  th e  l i m i t a t i o n s  wlilch make o u r  
manhood n a rx w / and  i s o l a t e d , B o r n  a man, and  a Jew , 
i n  a c a r p e n t e r * s  fa n i i ly , .  He o a n .b e  e q u a l ly  c la im e d ,b y  
b o th  sex es ,\  by a l l  c l a s s e s ,  by a l l  men o f  a l l  n a t i o n s .  
T h is  i s  a p p a r e n t ,  i n  p a r t ,  i n  th e  b ro a d  a p p e a l  w hich  
J e s u s  makes to  man a s  man# . . " ^  T h ia  o b s e r v a t io n  
p e r m i t s  Gore to  a v o id  th e  u b i g u i t o u s . p i t f a l l s
i (k )re , Hampton L e o tu r e a # p .  l 6 8 .
124
encoun te rec i by c a l l i n g  O h r i s t  Man b u t  n o t  a man#
Buoh a c a t h p l i c i t y  i s  r é c o g n i t i o n  o f  th e  f p c t  t h a t ,  
a t  l e a s t  as, f a r  p s  h u m n  b e in g s , a r e  conoernecl; t r u e  
i n d i v i d u a l i t y  in v o lv e s  u n i v e r s a l i t y #  F o r  example* 
i t  i s  n o t  b ç c a u se  S h a k e s p e a r ’ s "Hanile.t" i s  some shadpv/y, 
vague c h a r a c t e r  t h a t  he has  meaning a l l  o v e r  th e  w o r ld ,  
b u t  i t  i s  t h a t  "H am let" i s  so p e r f o c t l y  and i n d i v i d u a l l y  
drawn t h a t  eve ryone  everyiyhere r e c o g n in e s  t h e  "Hamlet" 
i n  h im se lf#  T h is  i s  t r u e  w h e the r he be  R uss ian*
• r ~ .  '  * * I '  '  '
German, I n d i a n ,  o r  B r i t i s h *  In  0 Ins is t  t h a t  
o a t h p l i c i t y ,  t h a t  i d e n t i t y ,  becomes c o m p le te ,  f o r  He 
i s  a s  v/e s h o u ld  hom
B efo re  n o t in g  th e  more g e n e r a l ,  o b j e c t i v e  
c r i t i c i s i t s  o f  Gore*s. K eno tio  T heory , t h e r e  a r e  some 
i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s  and  c r i t i c i s m s  w i th in  t h e  th e o r y  i t s e l f  
w hich  sh o u ld  n o t  be  ovcrlpoked#  F i r s t ,  t h p r c  i s  
a q u e s t io n  a b o u t  th e  n e c e s s i t y  o f  in t r o d u c in g  a
1 The d a n g e r ,  f o r  exam ple , o f  d e s c r ib in g  Ç h r i s t  a s  a com piex \o r  c o l l e c  t  i o n  o f  ab s t r  aç t  q u a l i  t  i  e s  ^  c*g#-' th e  emï>odimçnt o f  t r u t h ,  j u s t i c e ,  l o v e ,  m ercy , s t r e i i g t h ,  wisdom^ e t c ; . , r a t h e r  th ^ n  a s  Ç' man i n  whom such  te rm s  a r e  p a r t  o f  th e  t o t a l  e x p r e s s io n  
o f  Hi S' p a r t  i c u l a r  p e r  s o n a l i t y  # - T#di* E dw ards, however, d e fe n d s  such  a p o s i t i o n :  VHe was tem p tedto  s i n ,  b u t  w i th s to o d  th e  tei^îptbtion# Hè had t r u e  and co m p le te  h i tm n i ty ,  and  hmian h a t u r e ,  a s  such and a l o n e ,  i s  c a p a b le  b f  s in*  S h a l l  we;, t h e r e f o r e ,  adîïiit t h a t  J e s u s  was c a p a b le  o f  s in ?  But He was Son o f  God* p i i r i s t  was Man., b u t  n o t  à human p e r s o n .  He v/as a D iv in e  P e r s o n ,  and  t h e r e f o r e  a b s o l u t e l y  and e t e r n a l l y  in c a p a b le  o f  s i n ;  f o r  s i n  i s  th e  a c t  and  p r o p e r t y  o f  à p e r s o n ,  n o t  o f  a mere n a tu r e  a p a r t  from  th e  p e r s o n s  who have t h a t  na tuae#
The 'E p i s t l e  t o  th e  H ebrew s# p# 72#
1S5-
isaboi’c l in a t lo n  d o c t r i n e  o f  th e  T r in i ty *  jxi th o s e  
ty p e s  o f  K en o tic  Theory r e p r e s e n te d  by  F a i r b a i r n  
and F o r r e s t ,  one can  u n d e r  s ta n d  th e  n e c e s s i t y  o f  b o ld in g  
such  a d o c t r in e  o f  s u b o r d in a t io n ;  o th e r w is e ,  th e  
Godhead, i s  l e f t  v a c a n t  during- th e  p e r i o d  o f  t h e  S on’ s 
e x in a n i t io n *  However, t h i s  i s  n o t  th e  c a s e  i n  t h e  
p r e s e n t  theo ry*  Gore does n o t  b e l i e v e  t h a t  th e  Bon 
i n  becom ing a man c e a s e s  to  be a c t i v e  a s  God, th e  
oosmic R u le r .  Thé L ogos, say s  G ore , i s ,  a t  th e  p e r i o d  
o f  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n ,  l i v i n g  from  two c e n t r e s * ^  By 
m a in ta in in g  t h i s  p o s i t i o n ,  s u b o r d in a t io n  o f  God th e  
Bon to  God th e  F a t h e r  i s  no lo n g e r  n e c e s s a r y ; ^  And i f  
i t  be  ( a s  i t  a p p e a r s  t o  ba)^^ t r u e  t h a t  th e  d o c t r i n e  o f  
S on’ s  s u b o r d in a t io n  i s  in t r o d u c e d  t o  su p p o r t  th e  d o c t r i n e
1 Above, p* 102 f n .  1*
2 Above, p .  107.
3 T# Of Ddwards r e s o l v e s  th e  p rob lem  by a d e f i n i t i o n  o fte rm s ;  "We i n f e r  t h a t  s u b o rd in a t io n ^  r i g h t l y  u n d e r s to o d ,  c o n t a i n s  a g r e a t  t r u t h ,  and O r ig e n ’ s  happy p h r a s e ,  ’e t e r n a l  g e n e r a t i o n ’ , i n ^ l i e s  su b o rd -  
i n a t i o n i  v ritlipu t sucx '*ificing e q u a l i ty *  F o r  a son i s  by th e  f e e t  o f  so n sh ip  s u b o r d in a te ;  b u t  w h a tev e r  i s  é t é ÿ n è l  and w i t h i n  th e  Godhead i s  e q u a l .  The s u b o r d in a t io n  o f  t h e  Bon i à  t a u g h t  by  o u r  Lord H im se lf  i n  Jo lm  5 ;  Ig  # * * and i n  id  14:28* * *, w hich  th e  Greek e x p o s i t o r s  r i g h t l y  c o n s id e r  t o  in c lu d e  th e  Boxi’ s 's h b d i^ d in a t io n  to  t  he F a t  h e r  w it  h ln  th é  s p h e re  o f  t h e  T r in i ty * * .*  But t h e  d i s c i p l e s  were n o t  i n  d an g e r  o f  thWdng t h a t  th e  human n a tu r e  o f  O h r i s t  was e q u a l  w i th  God* B q u a l i ty  and s u b o rd in ­a t i o n  iiiay be q u i t e  C o n s i s t e n t  w i th  each  o t h e r . "The God*?l>tan* p p»  8 -1 0 ,
4  Above, p# 102 f n .  1 .
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o f  God’ s  im m u ta b i l i ty  and  i m p a s s i b i l i t y ,  i.e .*  t h a t  th e
"Godhead C o n ta in s  i n  i t s e l f  e t e r n a l l y  t h e  p r o to ty p e
o f  human s e l f - s a c r i f i c e  and s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n * . # " ^  and
t h u s  e x p r e s s e s  no fundamental c h a n g e , th e n  i t  would
ap p e a r  t h a t  Gore i s  i n d u lg in g  i n  t h a t ,  a - p r io r i  r e a s o n in g
w hich he h im s e l f  so d ep lo re s#  By h i s  own argum ent a t  i o n ,
he n eed  o n ly  hove c i t e d  God’ s lo v e  a s  t h é  r e a s o n  and
p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  f o r  he s t a t e s  t h a t  what lo v e
can demand, lo v e  can  a o o o m p ilsh .-  To s u p p o r t  th e  
/) ^ € V ü J c r f S  by th e -  d o c t r i n e  o f  s u b o r d in a t io n  i s  n e i t h e r  
necesBox^y n o r  e r â p i r i c a l^  and s e r v e s  o n ly  to  weaken th e
t h e o r y .4
A second c r i t i c i s m ,  a r i s i n g  w i t h i n  th e  Theory 
c o n c e rn s  Ohrist’ s s e l f - c o n s c iO u s n e s s  a s  d iv in e  Logos#
Gore s t a t e s ;  " I f  H is  e t e r n a l  p r e - e x i s t e n c e  is  plainly
» * i I III I II »«#  t u t  « «# III » I I I  ma
1 Above, p# 101 .
2 Go.ro, D i s s e r t a t l o n s , p* 22Q.
3 F o r  c r i t i c i s m  q f  th e  d o c t r i n e  o f  s u b o r d in a t io n  o fth e  Son, see  F o r r e s t  in lo o .
4 .Any change i n  t h e  nib dé o f  S i s  e x i s t e n c e ,  co n seq u en t ux^on H is  i n c a r n a t i o n ,  w i l l  n o t  a f f e c t  th e  mode o f  e x i s t e n c e  o f  t h e  o t h e r  two Pei?sons i n  th e  T r i n i t y ,  The F a th e r  d id  n o t  become in c a r n a te #  The n o r i c h o r e s i s  w i th in  th e  W i n i t y  does  h o t  tpdCh th e  Logos so f a r  a s  He i s  i n c a r n a t e ;  an d , on t h e  o t h e r  hand , t h e  oommunicatlo id iom atuiu  w i l l  become th e  ■•p e r i c  hore  s i  s '-of th e  Logé s^Tincarha'^é, a sBamascene says, but w ill not touch the other Persons of the T r ip i ty *  " ' T.G. Edwards, The God- 
Man-, P# 118# . . .
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a s s e r t e d  by  Him o n ly  i n  Bt* J o h n ,  y e t  t h i s  i s  h o t  
s e p a ra b le  from  th e  e s s e n t i a l  soxisliip a s s e r t e d  i n  t h e  
s y n o p t i s t s #  . But t h i s  oonsc iouanesB  o f  d iv in e  sonahi%) 
i s  r e p r e s e n t e d  a s  c o - e x i s t i n g  w i th  a r e a l l y ,hmiah 
developm ent o f  l i f e ; " B u t  i s  such  c o - e x i s t e n c e  
r e a l l y  p o s s i b l e ?  E a r l i e r  Gore had q t a t e d :  # ,th is
s t a t e  o f  l i m i t a t i o n  w i t h i n  th e  .sp h e re  o f  th e  hum anity
m ust have b e e n  c o % )a t lb le  w i th  th e  e x e r o i se i n  a n o th e r
osphere*  by  th e  same d iv in e  p e rso n # ^ y o f  t h e  f u l n e s slip. W H IM I.M „«Rk  W  m  , , # » * « » * r  ■ '
o f  d iv in e  povmr*"3 Thus to  be t r u l y  s e l f - c o n s c io u s  
would l i k e w i s e  be to  h e  g o n so io u s  o f  om nipotence ', 
ORmiaqieneo, and onm ipresence#  T h is  p r é s e n t s  g ra v e
p rob lem s f o r  any a s s e r t i o n  o f  C h r i s t ’ s hum anity*^
A t h i r d  c r i t i c i s m  in v o lv e s  G ore’ s  d e s c r i p t i o n  , 
o f  C h r i s t ’ s  g row th  and development# o h r i s t  
"abandoned  H is  own d iv in e  p r e r o g a t i v e s  i n  God i n  o r d e r  
to  win and m e r i t ,  a s  inan, by g r a d u a l  and  p a i n f u l  
e f f o r t , a g l d r ÿ  whidh,) b y  r i g h t ,  m igh t have b ee n  H is  
a l l  a lo n g ,  th e  g l o r y  w hich He had w i th  th e  F a th e r  
b e fo re '  th e  w orld  vms# And t h a t  g l o r y  i n  fact* He
W  i ' ii i i.i ’ '
i . '•
1 Above, P i  1 1 5 /
2 î,îy i t à l i o s .  ■
3 00370, p* 207.
4  See F o r ro o t  i n  loo*
r e c e i v e d  o b  t h e  re w a rd  o f  I l l s  hiTAan obed ience*  é 
i s  t h i s  p o s s i b l e ,  x p a r i io u la r ly  i n  l i g h t  o f  th e  d u a l  
c e ù t e r K  l i f e  from  which t  he Logos l i v e s ?  At be a t  
such  a " rew ard"  w ould be r e d u n d a n t ,  f o r  i t  would mean 
t h a t  O h r i s t  would "Win" back  n o t  o n ly  what Was H is  
b u t  what s t i l l  i s  H is  i n  th e  g r e a t e r  sp h e re  o f  " a c t iv i ty *  
A ga in , i f  we à ro  to  ta k e  such w ords a a "w in " ,  " m e r i t " , 
and  "rew ard"  s e r io u s ly - ,  t h i s  p o s i t i o n  w ould u l t i m a t e l y  
r e s u l t  i n  some fo rm  o f  Adoption!Sm w hich  w ould  h a rd ly  
be c o m p a t ib le  w i th  th e  r e s t  o f  G-dro’ a p o s i t io n *
A f o u r t h  c r i t i c i s m  r e s u l t s  from  G o re ’ s  i n c o n s i s t e n c y  
o f  method* ' A lthou gh  he i s  com m itted  to  an eracp irica l, 
s c i e n t i f i c  a p p ro a c h  to  d o c t r i n e , ^  he f r e g u ë n t l ÿ  malces 
a s s e r t i o n s  o f  a s p é c u la t i v e  n a tu r e  w hich  have no 
e m p i r i c a l  b a s is *  «T*B* Lavd;on f e e l s  sUch s p e c u la t i o n  
i s  e v id e n t  In  (lox'c’ s t r e a tm e n t  o f  LLOOcDM ô é : O M ^  i n
th e  E p i s t l e  to  th e  p h i l i p p i a n s  2:5-11% " • • • i t  would
seam oh the whole as th o u g h  his fir st d e f i n i t i o n ,  o f  
the tcrmJ_|L10pŸ#^  seriously i n t e n d e d ,  i*e*
tho permanent o h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  God -  i n  o t h e r  Vfords, 
God’s a t t r i b u t e s *  * * #There may e x i s t  r e a s o n a b le  doubt 
whother jlÀOpcpK| ûéOU does i n  fact r e f e r  to the sum 
of the p r o p e r t i e s  of God* # * * There is  f a r  more in v o lv e d
1 G ore , D i s s e r t a t i o n s * p* 90*
2 Above, pé 99 .
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In  h i s  lck)re*b j la n g u ag e  th a n  th e  a b n e g a t io n  o f  th ej  1
a p p e a ran c e  o r  outwaxul glox^y o f  GociheacU" L ik e w is e ,
G ore’ s  d o c t r i n e  o f  t h e  T r i n i t y ,  whioh: r e s u l t s  i n  th e
s u b o r d in a t io n  o f  th e  i s  h ig h ly  s p e c u la t iv e #
Knowledge o f  th e  i n n e r  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  o f '  t h e  Tx^inity
haredly o f f e r s  i t s e l f  f o r  e m p i r ic a l  study;#. A gain ,
i t  i s  s u r e l y  beyond oner 's  e x p e r i e n t i a l  khov/lecige
to  a s s e r t ,  a s  Gore d o e s ,  t h a t  one aspect ';  o f  God’ s
n a t u r e , H is  l o v e ,  i s  so dom inant, a s , t o  c o n t r o l
c o m p le te ly  a l l  o t h e r  a s p e c t s  w hich  ax h y p o th e s i  can
%be p la c e d  i n  a hierarohy#"'^ And, f i n a l l y ,  t h e r e  i s  
even à c e r t a i n  o b s c u r i t y  w hich s u r ro u n d s  001*6 ’ s  
d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  th e  a c t  o f  K6‘i ^ ^ c r / s , a s  t h e  number and  
v a r i e t y  o f  d e s c r i p t i v e  te rm s  show: s e i f - a b n e g a t io n "
( 89 ) ^ ,  " se lf-begg arey"  ,.(89 ) ,  " s e l f - r e  s t r a i n i n g "  ( 9 4 ) ,
" séliV irm poveri sh im nt"  ■ (‘2 0 4 ) ,  " s e l f - e m p ty in g "  ( 8 8 ) ,
" s e l f ^ l i m i t a . t l o n "  ( 9 3 ) ,  " B olf-lm iu:lllation!H  (93) »
" s e lf - r re n o u n c in g "  ( 209) ,  " self-aocom m od a t io n "  ( 209) ,  
and  such  te rm s  a s  " a b ju re d "  ( 89) ,  " c e a s in g "  .(90 )#..
" abandon" ( 9 0 ) ,  " f o r g e t t i n g "  (219)* T h is  i s  
har 'u ly  s c i e n t i f i c  accuracy#
1 J#3# IiQWtonp Op* Git#-,, p.# 146
2 Above, p* 102 f n .  1#
3 Ghore, D i s s e r t a t i o n s * p .  220#
4 A l l  nuRibex’s  a r e  page  r e f e r e n c e s  i n  D i s s e r t a t i o n s #
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A f i f t h  q r i t i c l s m  I s  one w hich  .Oore r e a l l y  liuilces 
o f  h im se lf#  In  b i s  D i s s e r t a t i o n s  h e .has . gpiie t o  
g r e a t  l e n g t h s  to, séo u re  su p p o r t  armng such  e a r l y  
Ghurch " F a th e r s "  a s  o r  ig e n  . .\Eii$ebi us  At haua s i  u s , 
t h e  : C appadocian  F a t h e r s ,  I r e n a e u s ,  AugUstixie^ H i l a r y  
•of P o i t i e r B , .  and C y r i l  of. A lexandria#^  .•- From . 
t h e s e  " F a th e r s "  ho had 'hoped to  f i n d  v iew s ^coneeiniing 
th o  hum anity  o f  C h r i s t , ,  Ydxloh-would su p p o r t  h i s  
. K onotio  Theory# . But (h i s  f ind ings;, wore.' few^^. t h i s  
ho a t t r i b u t e d  more to  th e  f a u l t  o f  t h e  t im e s  th ^ n  to  
th e  ..lack o f  p e r ts p io a o i ty  o f  t h e  " F a t h e r s ’^ ; "The 
dofeo tiveheB B  o f  th e  ,theolopcy o f  f a t h e r s  and  'sc l^ô lm en
1 F o r  P a t r l s t i c  v iew s o f  th e  k e n o s i s . s e e  th e  f o l lo w -in g :  o r ig e n  (Gontr# G elsusi, T v # 5 ; De P rin #  1 . 4 ) ;Bt# H i la r y  (Bo T r i n # , i i i # 1 6 ;  quo cl Unud 's i t  G h r i s t u s ) ;  S t .  Leo (E p is t#  i x y i i i # 3 ;  Serm# x x i ) ;  T e r t u l l i a h  (Be Çarno. O h r . , o ;# ii i>  - AdVv P ra x e a s ,  
87)} Bt* A th a n a s iu s  (c# A p p l i i h f ,  i i . 7 ;  O ra t .  c# A r l a n . , I I I # ,;  3 1 ) ;  S t . ■G regory  M aslanaen . ( p r a t . ,  xxix# 19} x x x v i i l .  2 ) ;  St# C y r i l  o f  A le x a n d r ia  .(3 d . 3%*. ad H e s t i , Theodor e t;( B p i s t # .130) ; .  S t .  I g n a t i u s  (% )hes. c .  v i i ;  polyp# 111); Me 11 to (j.»h’agm# 13, 1 4 ) ; BtV i r e n a o u s '( i i i #  1 6 .6 # ) .  F o r  f u r t h e r  oommehtary and s tu d y ,  .sea P o w e l l ,  The 3?rlnci})le o f  t h e I n c a r n a t i o n #PP# 272-2991 ■ 'unu H a llÿ  The: K én o tio  T heory .
2 The p a u c i t y  o f  f i n d i n g s  i s  l i k e w i s e  s u p p o r te d  by J.H# C reed , T h e .Dj V i n i t y  of. JesU s C h r i s t # p# 77;
F . -î-oofa , . 213*
a; 1 3 1
on th e  B u b jec t w hich  we hâve had u n d e r  re v ie w  {and 
th e  hiBuanity o f  O h r i s ^ w a s  due to  c a u s e s  wliioh 
b e lo n g e d  to  t h e i r  p e r i o d s * G o r e  th e n  l i s t s  t h r e e  
c a u s e s ;  p o o r  ( l i m i t e d )  e x e g e s i s ,  a n r l o r i  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  
c a t e g o r i e s ,  and  th e  s t r e s s  o f  h e r e s i e s . ^  Gore 
c o n c lu d e s  by  s a y in g  " I n  th e  s p e c i a l  s u b j e c t  o f  t h i s
1 G ore , p i B s e r t a t i q n s » p# 213. T* 0# Edwards a g r e e sw i th  t h i s  a n a ly s i s ^  ' "The th e o ry  was n o t  f a v o u re d  i n  th e  e a r l y  Ghurch,. owing to  th e  i n f l u e n c e  o f  A th e n a s iu e ,  and  to  th e  ex trem e and o o n fesB ed ly  h e r e t i c a l  fo rm  i n  wiiich i t  was th o u g h t  to  b e  p r e s e n t e d  by A p o l l i n a r i u s . "  The God-Man# p . 127* JéB.; Law ton, however, c r i t i c i s e s  Gore a t  t h i s  p o in t  f o r  im p ly in g  t h a t  i f  modern sclK >larsh ip  had been a v a i l a b l e  to  th e  F a t h e r s ,  th e  F a t h e r s  Would have a r r i v e d  a t  a K en o tic  p o s i t i o n ,  t o o ." . . . t o  seek  s u p p o r t  f o r  any new th e o r y  i n  i s o l a t e d  u t t e r a n c e s  o f  t h o s e  w r i t e r s  [ th e  F a t h e r ^  on th e  p le a  t h a t  such  rem ark s  -  i f  c a r r i e d  to  t h e i r  l o g i c a l  c o n c lu s io n  b y _ th o se  w r i t e r s  -  would have l e d  i n e v i t a b l y  to  t h e ' t h e o r y  th u s  s e e k in g  s u p p o r t ,  can  s c a r c e l y  bo e n t e r t a i n e d  a s  â l e g i t i m a t e  o c c u p a t io n  f o r  th e  e x p o s i to r  o f  th e  G h r i s t l a n  F a i t h . "  Law ton, p p . 155^156#
2 I b i d # , -pp. 2 1 3 t2 1 4 . Gore d o es  r e c e i v e  some s u p p o r tfrom  Q uick , p à i* t io u lâ r ly  on  t h e  second and t h i r d  " c a u se s "  Gore m eh tid h s ;  have a l r e a d y  see n  whyp a t r i s t i c  t h e o lo g i a n s  vfere p r e v e n te d  frora w orking  o u t  th e  s u g g e s t io n s  o f  a k o h o t io  O l i r is to lo g y  to  be fo u n d  i n  B ti  3?aul’ s % ) i s t i e s .  They were cornait t e d  from  th e  s t a r t  to  a H e l le n ic  c o n c e p t io n  o f . th e  d iv in e  n a t u r e .  J u s t  f o r  t h a t  r e a s o n ,  i f  a p a t r i s t i c  th e o lo g ia n  had s e r i o u s l y  p u t  fo ry /a rd  a k e n o t i c  t h e o r y ,  he would alRiost c e r t a i n l y  have l a i d  h im s e lf  open tq  th e  c h a rg é s  o f  making th e  d e i t y  p a s s i b l e ,  o r  o f  t e a c h in g  t h a t  i t  was s u b je c t  to  V a r i a t io n  (T p e T T fas  ) ,  o r  t h a t  i t  yms changed  by  
becoMiing i n c a r n a t e  (c p n v e rs io  d i v l n i t a t i s  i n  c a r n e ) . "  Q u ick , B o c t r i h e s  o f  t h e  G reed, g .  IgglT^ '
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i n q u i r y  we do n o t . #. s e e  them F a t h e r ^  a t  t h e i r
•Ib e s t . "  T here  i s  à m o d i f i c a t io n  o f  t h i s  % )osition
i n  r e g a r d  to  th e  g r e a t  ecum en ica l c o u n c i l s
o f  t h e  Churoh. Though lie l a b e l s  them a s  in a d e q u a te ,^
he s t i l l  w is h e s  to  rem a in  w i th in  th e  bounds  w hich th e y
[ "1Kenoti<^ v iev r  e x p re s s e d  above 
i n v o lv e s  no l i m i t a t i o n  o f  th é  d iv in e  a c t i v i t y  o f  th e  
Word a b s o l u t e l y  i n  H im se lf  o r  , in  th e  v /o r ld ,  b u t  o n ly
w i th in  a c e r t a i n  a rea#  > 1 c a n ,  .t h e r e f o r e ,  a f f i r m
. . .  ' ■ ■w ith o u t  any h e s i t a t i o n  w i th  t h e  f o u r t h  O punoil t h a t  
th e  ’one and th e  same Son, o u r  ix>rd je s U s  O h r i s t ,  
i s  b o th  p e r f e c t  i n  Godhead and p e r f e c t  i n  manhood, 
t r u l y  ,Qod and t r u l y  man’ . # G o re ’ s  freedom  to  roako
such an a s s e r t i o n  r e s t s  i n  h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  th e  
f i r s t  C o u n c il  o f  K icaeas  th e  f a t h e r s  o f  th e
C ou n c il  had o n ly  m ora l a l t e r a b i l i t y  i n  v iew  i n  t h e i r  
e c c l e s i a s t i c a l  d e c i s i o n ,  a s  i t  was o n ly  m o ra l 
a l t e r a b i l i t y  which th e  A r ia n s  a s s e r t e d  o f  C h r i s t ,  and  
any id e a  o f  m o ra l  a l t e r a b i l i t y  has i n  t h i s  d i s c u s s i o n  
been  e x p r e s s ly  r e p u d i a t e d .^  But f u r t h e r ,  even i n  
r e g a r d  t o  m e ta p h y s ic a l  a l t e r a t i o n , '  i t  m ust be 
remembered t h a t  i n  th e  viev/ h e re  p r e s e n t e d  th e  
l i m i t a t i o n  o f  which th o  i n c a r n a t e  Bon i s  th e  s u b j e c t
1 C70r e ,  D i s s e r t a t i o n s . %).
2 I b i d . , p .  162 .
3 I b i d . ,  p .  210.
4 The v a l i d i t y  o f  t h i s  p o in t  i s  d e b a te d  i n  an a r t i c l e
e n t i t l e d  "Canon Gore on  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  and th e  E u c h a r i s t " . Church q u a r t e r i y  R ev iew . Ho. LXKXii, J a b .  1896 , p p .  3 Ï& :3 lÿ .
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i s  r e g a rd e d  (1 )  n o t  a f f e c t i n g  H is  e s s e n t i a l  
b e in g  o r  o p e ra t io n -  i n  t h e  U n iv e r s e ,  (2 )  a s  n o t  
im posed  from  w i th o u t  b u t  an a c t  o f  i l l s  own power -  
t h a t  d iv in e  power w hich  d e c l a r e s  i t s e l f  ’’most c h i e f l y ’ 
i n  such s e l f - r e n o im c in g  ’p i ty *  and lo v e ,  A l l  t h a t  
i s  a deed t h e n - i s  t h a t  th e  Bon sh o u ld  be r e g a r d e d  a s  
e x h i b i t i n g  a d iv in e  çax>acity f o r  sp lf-acco tm n o d a tio n  
w i th in  a c e r t a i n  s p h e re  i n  c a r r y i n g  o u t  H is  u iichanging 
r e d e ï ï^ t iv e  p u rp o s e .  "1- However, a f t  Or making t h i s  
p o in t  which somewhat b eg s  th e  whole k e n o t i c  q u e s t i o n .  
Gore ad ds  t h i s ;  "W ith  such  a v iew  th e  f a t h e r s  o f  
H icaèa  w ere  n o t  i n  any way concerned*"^" Bach a - 
s e n te n c e  c a r r i e s  i t s  own v e r d i c t .
W hile s t i l l  w ork ing  w i th in  t h e  f r a m e w rk  o f  
G o re ’ s th e o ry ^  one p o i n t  sh o u ld  be  made h e re  i n  h i s  
d e fe n c e .  J . s .  Lhwton i n  h i s  oûrm#ry o f  G ore’ s 
p o s i t i o n ^  a c c u s e s  Gore o f  m aking th e  same l o g i c a l  
c o n t r a d i c t i o n  a s  fh o m as iu s  and F a i r b a i r n ;  t h a t  o f  
om nipo tence  w i l l i n g  i t s e l f  iR Q )otent.4  "Assuming 
t h a t  th e  k é h o s i s  i s  a v o lu n ta r y  a c t , i t  i s  i n  th e  
f i r s t  p l a c e  im p o s s ib le  f o r  om nipo tence  to  w i l l  i t s e l f
1 G ore , ' p i  s s e r t  a t l o n s  » pp&< 208-209 .
2 I b id . . ,  p .  209.
3 Jè.B.t LaWton, 0 p . Oit.,,^ x:>p., 143-^156.
4  F a i r b a i r n ,  Oh.im^, . p .  32 #^
t o  be l l m l t e d i  I f  t h e  k e n o s i a  be lo o k e d  tipon a s  
a c o n t in u o u s  r e s t r a i n t ,  a s  Gore a p p e a r s  to  do^ th o  
c o n t r a  d i c t i o n  i s  evep  w o rse ,  f o r  i t  would r e g u i r e  
an om nii)o ten t w i l l  c o n s t a n t l y  in o p e r a t i o n  to  
restrain om nipotence# S i m i l a r l y  o m n lsp ien ce  ca n n o t 
w i l l  i t s e l f  to  unknow or forget; and a s  su iting  t h a t  
such  an a c t  o f  k 'e n o s is  were possible, then it  w ould  
r e q u i r e  an omni%)otent; w i l l  and an onm is c i e n t  inlnd 
t o  p e r fo rm  th e  t r a n s f o r m a t io n  back  a g a in ,  v/hich,
G%: t iy p o th e a i , t h e  k e n o te d  C iu* ia t, d i d  n o t  -possesi"^  
However, B ru ce , i n  d e fe n d in g  M artonsen  a t  t h i s  p o i n t  
a b ly  h a n d le s  t h i s  q r l t i q i s i n ;  "The i n i t i a l  d i f f i c u l t y  
p o in te d  o u t  i n  c o n n e c t io n  w i th  t h e  Thomas!an scheme 
d oes  n o t  meet u s  h e r e ,  where th è  k e n o a i s  w h ile  r e a l  
i s  o n ly  r e l a t i v e ;  in am m ch  a s ,  on t h i s  h y p o th e s l s i  
t h e  i n c a r n a t i o n  does  n o t  s i g n i f y  th e  #ssim%)tion o f  
human n a tu r e  by an  a l r e a d y  a b s o l u t e l y  d e x x i tc n t ia to d  
L ogos, o r  by an a c t  q f  power on th e  p a r t  o f  th e  L ogos, 
w hich  i s  a t  t h e  same t im e  an a c t  o f  s e l f - d e p o t e n t i a t i o n ;  
b u t  c o n s i s t s  i n  a v o lu n ta r y  a c t ,  by which th e  Logos 
becomes a human l i f e  c e n t r e ,  w i th o u t .  H is  power b e in g  
e x h a u s te d  i n  t h e  act#; . The ip a s s iv i ty  o f  th e  
d e p o t e n t i a t e d  L ogos, and h e l r j l e s s  s u b je c t io n  to  th e  
f l e s h ,  i n  th e  i n c a r n a t e  s t a t e  a l s o  d i s a p p e a r ;  f o r  to
1 Law ton, Op. C i t# ’, p#
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what o v er  e x t e n t  th e  lav/s o f  p h y s i c a l  natux’e have
power o v e r  t h e  L ogos, ' i n  t h a t  s t a t e  th e y  have i t  by
H ie own co n se n t# "^  ‘
Tho above c r i t i c i s m s  m \û ,è  w i th in  th é  c o n te x t
o f  G ore’ s  th e o ry  a r e  r e a l l y  h o t  d è V a h ta t lh g  to  h i s
argum ent ; Diore c o r r e c t l y  th e y  ’s h o u ld  bè c o n c e iv e d
a s  p ro b lem s f o r  w hich  a s o l u t i o n  why be sought#
N e v e r th e l e s s ,  when t h i s  K en o tic  Theory  i s  v iew ed  a s
a O h r i s to lo g y ,  th e  c e n t e r  o f  C h r i s t i a n  D o g m atics ,
th e  c r i t i c i s m s  become w r e  s e r i o u s ,  F i r s t  o f  b l l ÿ
a t t e n t i o n  sh o u ld  be fo c u se d  on c o r e ’ s a t te m p t  to
s e c u re  a r a t i o n a l  a c c e p ta n c e  f o r  h i s  p a r t i c u l a r
K en o tic  T heory . He o f f e r s  f o r  e x a m in a tio n  fo u r
p o i n t s  d e s ig n e d ,  i f  n o t  to  %)rove h i s  h y p o th e s i s ,
a t  l e a s t  to  s u p p o r t  i t  s p e c i f i c a l l y #  B u t ,  t h e r e /
i s  dome doubt a s  to  w hethe r Gore h a s ,  i n  f a c t ,
a c co m p lish e d  h i s  p u rp o se .  1) He s u g g e s ts  t h a t  th e
K en o tic  Theory r e c e i v e s  r a t i o n a l  s u p p o r t  b ec au se  o f
'2i t s  e m p i r i c a l ;  e x p e r i e n t i a l  approach#  Gore a d m its  
d i f f i c u l t y '  i n  c o n c e iv in g  th e  d iv in e  K é V ù u < r i ^  ^  
b u t  g o e s  on to  s a y ,  "N o th in g  t h a t  i s  a f a c t  c a n  be 
i rx ’a t l o n a l ,  b u t  many' t h i n g s  t h a t  a rp  f a c t s  a r e  
beyond th e  power o f  ' human c P n co p tio n # "^  . I t  w ould
1 B ru c e ,  op# G i t # , p# 187.
2 Above, p è l l 6 .3 Cîore, D i s s e r t a t i o n s , p .  215.4  I b i d , ,
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b e  b a rd  to  d l s a g r e ê  w i th  t h i s ;  s u r e l y ,  -t .h la  i s
just where the traditional oi'thodqx position do Os
end -  in the mystery of the God-imn.1 But jhepQ'
i s  th e  p o in t  where o r i t i o i s m  m ust ^ a r t ;  th e
Kenotio. Theory does iiot end with the mystery of the
QOd-man b u t  prooeeds t o  explain )jow th e  r e l a t i o n s h i p
came into being and to describe th e  n a tu r e  o f  the
r e l a t i o n s h i p  i t s e l f #  Such d i s c o u r s e  can  bè a c c e p te d
as l e g i t i m a t e  s p e c u la t i o n  or even as a p o s s i b l e  -
h y p o th e s i s  incapable of furthex* proof, b u t  i t  i s
not empirical o r  f a c t u a l *  It is  because o f  t h i s
type of spéculation t h a t  the Kenotic Theory has
been called mythological.^ The facto p l u s  th e
’-eyes of f a i t h ’ do demand a paradoxical s i t u a t i o n ,
/b u t  they do not demuid a # 2) Oore
maintaina that because sympathy (love) " i s  th e
1 Mbo;'houGer 32." S t i l l ,  however, i t  may %  a sk e d ,  i f  v/e adm it th e  tx’ue ' and‘ limited humanity: of our Lord, how a re  we to  c o - ro rd in a te  t h i s  f a c t  w i th  t h a t  o t h e r  e q u a l ly  affirmed by/.the‘'p3i*thodbX'faith, that He was OOd, 
e n ^ w é d : h, 'D iv lh e  oRm isbienqq? How chn  th e  'f a l l i b i b /  dy/êll:-.wîth th e  i n f a l l i b l e ,  Ig n o ra n c e  w i th  d jm is c ie n c e ^  i n  th e  same p e r s o n a l i t y ?  I  answ er a t  once f o r  myself, that the ri^ rinex'* of t h i s  w ondrous hypo s t a t i c  u n iq n  i s  a nxystery too  g r e a t  f o r  me# I  
w i l l  n o t  prétend to ù h d é r s ta n d  wfaat^  t r a n S o e n d s  my  f l n i t S :  c a p a c i t y ,  b u t  n e i t h e r  v / i l l  I  deny th e  éBsential e le m e n ts o f  this m y s te r io u s  t r u t h ,  n o r any  o f  / them , because. X can n o t u n d e r s ta n d  th e  manner of t h e i r  o o - o r d iw t io n * ."
2 F a i r b a i r n ,  . Oh# 45^
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k e y n o te  o f  th é  I n c a r n a t i o n " ^ , we bave an a n a lo g y  
v/hich s u p p o r t s  t h e  d u a l  p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  Logos In  
t h i s  K en o tic  Theory# "To Bym pathlse i s  to  p u t  
o n e s e l f  i n  a n o t h e r ’ s p lace #  Xîoclemptive sympathy 
i s  t h e  a c t  o f  t h e  g r e a t e r  end  th e  b e t t e r  p u t t i n g  
h im s e l f  a t  th e  p o i n t  o f  view o f  th e  low er and  th e  
worse* He m ust n o t  abandon h i s  own h ig h e r  s t a n d in g  
g round  i f  be i s  to  b e n e f i t  th e  o b j e c t  o f  h i s
• O ' "conpassion#"*'* A gain , to  an e x t e n t ,  we m ust a g re e  
w i th  Gore* T here i s  an e lem en t o f  syiiipathy, 
e m p a th y  w hich  i s  x m n ife s t  i n  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n ;  i t  
Was th e  Bon, "who f o r  u s  men and f o r  o u r  s a l v a t i o n  
came down. * Ye t ,  does i t  n o t  dw arf th e  
g r e a t n e s s  o f  God’ s  lo v e  to  l i m i t  such  an  a c t  to  
sympathy? S u re ly  lo v e  i s  g r e a t e r  th a n  syrtpatliy ; 
sympathy can  be o n ly  p a r t  o f  God’ s s e l f - e x p r e s s i o n  
i n  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n .  who c a n ,  f o r  exan%)le,
o x c lu de  judgement?"^' But f o r  th e  sake o f  th e
r Î
a n a lo g y ,  suppose t h a t  sympathy w ere s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  
a to n em en t. vïoùld t h a t  n e c e s s a r i l y  su%)port .. . 
n i t i m à t e l y  i t  w ould not#  On th e  s u r f a c e ,  th e  
a n a lo g y  to  w hich  Gore r e f e r s  i s  e v id e n t .  as
1 G ore ,Y D i s s e r t a t i o n s # 31. 218 .
2 \C b id .,  p .  218,
3 Xlicene G reed
4 ’'T h is  i s  t h e  jud gem en t, t h a t  I th e  f l i g h t  id s  com# i n t oth e  w o r ld * ’ (£it. John  3 :1 0 ) .
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God-man, O h r i s t  I s  i n  a p o s i t i o n  o f  m u tua l
BUsocx)t:Vbllity with H:lD fellow man and, at the same 
time, is  outside" the raltuatloii ready to help*
But sy)%ati3y, p e r  s e , '  does n o t  i n  any vmy s u g g e s t
y ' • ■ ■ :K^VCaJCTis (indeed, i t  oamiot even si^ggeet 
I n c a r n a t i o n ) # I t  is  only able - as an analogy *• 
to support an existing God-man. hypot hesis such a s  
orthodox (Miristianity expresses# 3for who can say 
t h a t  the omnipotent, omnlsoient., .rp.m'iipreaent God 
could not be c o m p le te ly  sympathetic; or who can 
say  t h a t  Christ as man could not be sympathetio 
without r e f e r r i n g  to th e  Godhead? FUrthermbre, 
syi%3athy not only Im p l ie s  a r e l a t i o n s h i p  b u t  a l s o  
Im n l ie a  a r e s p o n s e  which results from t h a t  r e l a t i o n *  
ship* Thus would i t  not be more correct to aay 
thot Go cl r e a l i s e d  man’s rebellion and  d e s p a ir*  
was compaBsionate - i*e* had sympathy - and, as a 
response sent-His on ly -bego11on  Gon? would not 
sympathy, then, be b e t t o r  oonsidorod a s  the analogy 
f o r  t h e  Riotive f a t h e r  th a n  th e  n a t u r e  o f  th e  
I n c a r n a t io n ?  This c r i t i c i s m  f i n d s  i n c i d e n t a l  
s u p p o r t  i n  a n o th e r  Kenotic 1st, Forsyth, who
says, "To this end [the redemption of muQ th e  Son 
of Ooci sympathetloally rénounoea. the glory of his 
Heavenly stato*"  ^ This position would seem to
1 F o r s ÿ th i  The B e rso n and P la c e  o f  J e s u s  O h r i s t . . ' p;. 313/ ■ italic,8. ■ • ■ ■ '
xoy
suggest, as Inüloatçd above,, that syR^athy is  p r i o r
to the act of Incarnation and Is not an adéquate 
de scription of the kenotio state. 3) Gore boliévoB 
that the nature of knov/ledge Indio ate a some- form of 
KàVùJCTiS p à " sleep o f  fo.rg6tting. God’ e knowledge 
is  intuitive, infinitely .opraprehensive,^  and infallibly  
penetrative of the essence of thingBv Our Icnoy/ledge 
la BenBe-conditioned, diacuraive,,and unable to ■ 
apprehend the eaaence ,of thinga# . But are theao 
s ta te m e n t  a n o t  x^reauRiptuouB to  a g r e a t  de^iree? 
la not our own understanding of hmmul epiatciaology 
so uncertain that i t  makea our projection (were that 
even l o g i c a l l y  p o s s i b l e )  o f  God’s *eplatcimlogy’ 
quite, v/ort hie as? v/ho can meaaur.e the ’ depth’- or
degree, of intuition v/hich ultimately stands behind 
our ’Laws of Thought’? V/ho has yet solved, to/uhe 
honest satisfaction of a ll i n q u i r i n g  mincie, the true 
nature of perception and.the correlation o f  sen se  ; 
data? • ■ Hov/ Is. it  p o s s i b l e  for us t o  move from  t h i s  
(which i s  what we. m ust do i f  v/c are to ba In  any way 
empirical and not completely a- p%*lorl)  to ■ a 
d e s c r i p t i o n  of God’ s knowledge?, Should one not 
agree with the %) salmi Ed; and admit that ’ouch Icnow- 
ledge is  too wonderful for- me; , i t  is  high, I cannot
1 Gore, 1)1.6sex*tàtloiia» pp* 221^222#
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a t t a i n  u n t o " i t Y e t ,  suppooe such  knowledge
were a v a i l a b l e ,  i t  w ould s t i l l  n o t  n e c e s s i t a t e  
/a \< €V iA )< y iS  i n  th e  sen se  i n  w hich Gore u s e s  th e  
te rm  -  " a  s l e e p  o f  f o r g e t t i n g "  -  w hich  in ip l ie s  
abandonment o f  p a r t  o f  God’ a e t e r n h l  n a tu re * ^
4 )  L a s t l y ,  Gore s u p p o r t s  th e  r a t i o n a l i t y  o f  h i s  
p o s i t i o n  by c i t i n g  God’ s r e l a t i o n  t q  man and n a tu r e  
a s  0 whole# "God r e a l i s e s  H is  w i l l  i n  natux'e b y  an 
i n f i n i t e  v a r i e t y  o f  d i s t in c t iv e ^  forma, o f  l i f e #  And 
He l o v e s  t o  see  ea ch  fo rm  o f  l i f e  r e a l i s e  i t s e l f  
i n  i t s  own way. Ho r e s p e c t s  th e  n a tu r e  o f  each
r y  /th ingi**^ Thus K à V ù o < r \ s  i s  n o t  a now a c t  i n  O h r i s t  
b u t  a d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  God’ s r e l a t i o n  to  a l l  th e  world*
> i i« W M  » i> » i ■< |W » L i I. »;»*n  i»
1 Psalm  139: 6*
2 I f  i t  be  s a i d  t h a t  such  an a c t  o fdoes  n o t  im p ly  abandonment o f  God’ s  e t e r n a l  n a t u r e  b u t  a d d i t i o n  to  t h e  Godhead o f  human n a t u r e ,  t h e n  c o u ld  i t  p o s s i b l y  be c a l l e d? " * * * i f  God th e  so n  re m a in s  d u r in gth e  p e r io d  o f  th e  i n c a r n a t i o n  i n  th e  f u l l  and  co m p le te  e x e r c i s e  o f  h i s  f u n c t i o n s  ’ in  th e  F a t h e r ’ and  i n  th e  u n iv e r s e ,  and  i s  o n ly  l i m i t e d  w i t h i n  t h e  sp h e re  o f  t h e  i n c a r n a t i o n ,  a : sp h e re  w hich  f o r  him d id  n o t  p r e v io u s l y
:T"
3 G ore , D i s s e r t a t i o n s # p . 222;
T h is  B e l f - l i v a i t a t i o n  o f  God I s  m ost o l e a r ï y  e v id e n t
i n  m m ’ o " r e a l ,  though  l i m i t e d ,  freedom*"'^ i f
im n  and n a t u r e  a r e  to  be  f r e e  to  e x p re s s  t h e i r
i n d i v i d u a l i t y ,  God must l i m i t '  H i m s e l f y e t ,  t h i s
' • .■ /i s  on e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  use  o f  t h e  te rm  «r/5
th a n  t h a t  w hich Gore has  been  u s in g  up to  now*
To soy t h a t  God l i m i t s  H im se lf  i n  o r d e r  to  p r o t e c t  
th e  i n d i v i d u a l i t y  o f  t h a t  w hich  lie, has  o r  e a t  od ex
Cn i h i l o an d .c o n t in u e s  t o. s u s t a i n # i s  n o t  to  say  
t h a t  He abandons t h a t  which i s  e t e r n a l l y  Ilis.^^
1 Gore# D i s s e r t a t i o n s * p*. 223# The v a l i d i t y  o f  t h i sa r g u m e n t 'o f  G o re ’'s r e o e iv o s  s u p p o r t , . i n  a n e g a t iv e  way, from  th e  e x i s t e n t i a l i s t  riiovement i n  p h ilo so p h y *  In  àn  e f f o r t  t o  e s t a b l i s h  a b s o lu t e  freedom  f o r  th e  in d iv id u a l#  th e  e x i s t e n t i a l i s t  ( e ; g .  M# H e id eg g e r)  m ust deny th e  o x is te n o e  o f  God; f o r  i f  t h e r e  i s  a God, th e n  Ho, b e c a u s e  o f  H is  i n f i n i t e  N a tu re ,  s t a n d s  o v e r  and  a g a i n s t  th e  i n d i v i d u a l ,  l i m i t i n g  h i s  t r u e  freedom#
2 H*L* O t t l e y  expi*ess j u s t  such  an  o p in io n  i n  th ej ) o c t r i n e s  o f  t h e  Inoaxnaation* -fe l*  XX* p# 285*"The I n c a r n a t i o n  i s  o n ly  one s t a g e  i n  a p r o c e s s  which had a l r e a d y  begun i n  c r q a t io m ,  i n  c r e a t i o n  God v o l u n t a r i l y  l i m i t e d  Ifiinself*; Ho showed. H im se lf  w i l l i n g  to  fo re g o  p a r t  o f  H is  a b s o lu t e  p r e r o g a t i v e  in  a d m i t t in g  o t h e r  b e in g s  to  a /' ■ r g l q t i y q  Independence  a s  o v e r  a g a i n s t  H im eeif#
3 Df.M*;' B’â l l l i ç  makes t h i s  pcmnt i n  o q m ic c t io n  w i th
th e  H iiss ian  O rthodox th e o lo g ia n s  Jk ilgakov  and  Gox’o d e ts k y  ; "R u ss ia n  Qrthodo%: ^ b o u g h t h as  made 
corfai dex*abie u se  ' o f  th e  i  tiea * • * a si n d i c a t i n g  sbm othing w hich  i s  in v o lv e d  i n  G re a t io n  i t s e l f ,  and even i n  t h e  T r in i ty #  B ut t h a t  i s  so m eth ing  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  from  th e  K eno tio  Theory a s  a O l i r i s to lo g y * *•" Go d  Was I n  O h r i s t # p# 98# , . ^ '
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^hese two types of ic ^ e v ^ o ^ /s  vary t n  kind as well 
as degree#
fhe second g e n e r a l  critic! an o f  ( lo re ’ s  p o s i t  i o n  $ 
and m ost important^ oonoerns  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  th e  
s e l f ^ l l m i t e d  îiOgos -  th e  Qod'^man* lAll o f  t h e  
above o r ! t i p i  sms r e s t  t o  some e x t e n t  upon what Gore 
3?eally mcails when he sp ea k s  o f  th e  Logos a s  l i v i n g  
from  two life  centres# He o M o u s ly  mqans som eth ing  
o t h e r  th a n  th e  o r th o d o x  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  th e  tv/o 
n a t u r e s  in one person, o r  he would n o t  have gone to  
such  l e n g t h s  to  p r e s e n t  h i s  p o s i t i o n ,  F or would he 
have rejected th e  definition o f  G baloedon a s  
in a d e q u a te # ^  H is  p o s i t i o n ,  whioh he h im s e l f  seems 
to  r e a l i s e ,  i s  a d i f f i c u l t  one to  fo rm a lis e #  In  
sp e a k in g  o f  th e  H e n o t ic  'fheory  o f  M a rte n se n , h i s
li. (oon td#  from  ;p>141 ) f, " I n  H ie d e a l i n g s  w i th  a u n iv e r s e  whioh lie' c a l l e d  i n t o  e x i s t e n c e , and  w hich  He c o u lc V :a n n ih i la te  a t  p l e a s u r e ,  God i s  o n ly  ^ 's e l f - l im i t e d -  ; 'He re m a in s  ^ 't r a n s c e n d e n t^ , w h i le  He i s  :*i%mnanent\w He avuH*dndered- tJD, power o v e r  c r e a t e d  w i l l s  v/heh, f o r  th e  p u rp o s e s o f  hI b m o ra l C c U n in is tra t io n , He r e f r a i n e d  fro m  ‘cGCfçing th e  frùeddm  which was l l i s ' p u r e  g i f t #T here  i s  o i l  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e  w o rld  be tw een  r e s i g n i n g  a p r e r o g a t i v e  and f o r b e a r i n g  i n  c e r t a i n  ,c a s e s , . t o  ' e x e rc i s e ,  It#.""' V#. B r i g h t ,  
W ayW rks‘ i n  Ohurdh i l l s t o r y .y.pfi';-' 390# 391 ^  , 
i "Thé d e f i n i t i o n  o f  C hâicedon a f f i r m e d  th e  j u x t a ­p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  d iv in e  and h itom  n a t u r e s  i n  C h r i s t  e a ch  w i th  i t s .  s e p a r a t e  and d i s t i n c t  o p e r a t i o n ,  b u t  c o n t r i b u t e d  hothijtîi^’ p i h s i t i v e  to w ard s  th e  s o l u t i o n  o f  th e  q u e s t io n :  how i s  t h i s  d u a l i t yo f  n a t u r e s  and o p e r a t io n s  r e l a t e d  to  t h e  u n i t y  o f  th e  person?^* ( b i s s e f t a t iô i l s ,  p# 162)‘ I * » , . » » ' , »» , ' » » # '* * * -  w . i m i m  * ,  ■ r
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B a n ish  C o u n te r p a r t ,  Gore s t a t e s ,  "To t h i s  v iew  
p e r h a p s  i  s ho a id  say  to  t h i s  a t te m p t  to  adum brate 
0 l i n e  o f  th o u g h t  ^ t h e r e  i s ,  I  t h i n k ,  no o b j e c t i o n  
e x c e p t  th e  d i f f i c u l t y  o f  c o n c e iv in g  i t . " '^  guch a 
s ta te m e n t  can  n o t  be  c a l c u l a t e d  t o  i n c r e a s e  one^ s 
c o n f id e n c e  i h  th e  1?heo:çy, and,* i n  fact^* does  a ro u se  
s u s p ic io n s # ^  What, t h e n ,  i s  G o r e s  p o s i t i o n  and 
how do es  i t  d i f f e r  f ro m  t h a t  o f  o rthodoxy#  "To 
him [ p o r e j  , th e  o l d e r  d o c t r i n e  o f  a s u b s t a n t i a l  
B oul, o r  an ego , an  i n d i v i d u a t i n g  p r i n c i p l e ,  o r  
c e n t r a l  p o i n t  o f  r e f e r e n c e , p o s s e s s in g  two q u i t e  
d i s t i n c t  n a t u r e s  was m ean ing less#  T h is  e x p la in s
G ore , D i s s e r t a t i o n s , p# 193# H#I## O t t l e y  a g r e e s :"T here  i s ,  wè f r a i ik ly  a d m it ,  r e a l  d i f f i c u l t y  i n  fox'ming a c o n c e p t io n  o f  a s i n g l e  p e r s o n a l i t y  o c c u p y in g ,  a s  i t  w ere , a d ou b le  sp h e re  o f  consb iousnosst!  a t  once D iv in e  and human, o m n is c ie n t  and n e s c ie n t# "  D o c t r in e  o f  the I n c a r n a t i o n , Vol# I I ,  p# 29ÏÏ ' -* '
" I f> # # y d th  Gore we shrinlc fro m  th e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  o f  t h i s  p o s i t i o n  and p r e f e r  to  t h i n k  t h a t  t h e  Logos f u n c t i b n s =s im u l ta n e o u s ly  a s  th e  o m n ip o te n t  and o m n is c ie n t  s u s t a i i i e r  o f  th e  u n iv e r s e  and  a s  the- d c p o t e n t i h t e d  Logos i n  ♦Tesus C h r i s t ,  we in t r o d u c e  à p e r i l o u s  d u a l i s m  w i th in  th e  - Bacond P e rso n  o f  t h e  n t? in i ty  and to; t h a t  e x t e n t  we weaken o u r  sccrMng g a in  i n  im in t è i n i n g  t h e  Logos to  b e  th e  c e n t r e  o f  Oiu* Lord*'S q o n sc io u sn e s s# "  I# 1.1# C reed , The D i v i n i ty  o f  leBUS C h r i s t ,  p# 7t#W W f *  « I» , * » , '  'M IL, *  *
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h i s  f a i l u r e  t o  a c c e p t  O hu lcedon ian  O h r i s to lo g y  
a s  i t  stood*  Hence t o  him, t h i s  hurtisn s p h e re  
i n  w hich  t h e  Logos f o r  a t im e  s u b s i s t s ,  was n o t  
s im p ly  Û n a t u r e  ssBimied by him and o p e r a te d  by him; 
f o r  i t  was i t s e l f  a s e l f - c o n s c i o u s  e x i s t e n c e ,  and  
such  o o n so io i tsn e s s  was to  Dr* Gore and h i s
c o n t en%jorarie s  n o t  sim ply  a p a r t  o r  f a c u l t y  o f* " '
a b s t r a c t  human n a t u r e ,  i t  was i t s e l f  a lm o s t  t h e  
e s s e n c e  o f  p e r s o n a l i t y *  Hence th e  p o s s e s s io n  o f
t h e s e  two modes o f  e x i s t e n c e  by  th e  Lpgps,
p r a c t i c a l l y  am ounts to  h i s  hav ing  l i v e d  h i s  l i f e  
from  two l i f e  c e n t r e s #  T h is  i s  how Dr# (5ore^s 
d o c t r i n e  d i f f e r s  so r a d i c a l l y  from  th e  s c h o l a s t i c  
d o c t r i n e  o f  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  -  th o ugh  s u p e r f i c i a l l y  
th e  two a r e  akin# When an o l d e r  t r a d i t i o n a l i s t  
t h e o lo g ia n  sp e a k s  o f  C h r i s t  a t  one and  th e  Same 
tim e b e in g  a f e e b l e  babe l b  M ary’ s  arm s and 
d i s p o s in g  t h e  s t a r s  i n  t h e i r  co u ases^  he means
t h a t  one and  th e  same p e r s o n  p o s s e s s e s  two co m p le te
oo rg a n s  o f  f u n c t i o n  and e x p r e s s io n  -  two n a t u r e s .
By th e  same e x p r e s s io n ,  how ever, God would mean 
t h a t  th e  Logos h im s e l f  i s  d iv id e d  i n t o  two 
co m p artm en ts ,  th e  Logos h im s e l f ,  and n o t  an  im p e rso n a l
1 T h is  o b s e r v a t io n  i s  s u p p o r te d  by  J#K* M osley i nThe Ex p o s i t o r y  Tim es, J a n u a ry  1929 , p# 154*
2 See R,C* Mobeply* Atonemeat Aad P a r a o A e l l ty .
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manhood, p e r s ô n a l iz ie d  by him, b e in g  th e  s u b j e c t  
o f  th e  human e x p e r lc i ic o  o f  O ii r is t* "^  . B ru ce , on 
th e  same c r i t i c i s m  o f  M ar te n sen , s a y s ,  ."But ey çn  
a f t e r  we have th o u g h t  s u f f l o i o n t l y  lo n g  and  
i n t e n s e l y  on th e  r e l a t i o n  r e f e r r e d  t o ,  t r y i n g  to  
c o n c e iv e  i t  a s  d i r e c t e d  t i l l , t h e  b r à i n  grow s 
w ea ry , we may s t i l l  f i n d  such  a co m b in a t io n  h a rd  
to  c o n c e iv e ,  an d  a sk  o u r s e l v e s ,  hov/ can  th e  same 
mind be o o n e c io u s  and 'unconacious^-v - f i n i t e . and 
i n f i n i t e ,  i g n o r a n t  and o m n is c ie n t ,  a t  th e  same
m m
1 JèBé 3!iawton> Op* Git*., p* 15%# ^Tv/o p o i n t s  ough t t o  be m en tio n ed  h e re  a s  p o s s i b l e  c r i t i c i s i n s  o f  t h i s  p o s i t io n #  I f  Gore docs  moan t h a t  th e  Logos i s  " d i v i d e d " ,  t h e n  ÎÎ# H a s h d a l l  i n  God and-:lfe.n*‘ p # . 96 ,  i s  j u s t i f i e d  i n  a c c u s in g  Goto-'or v i o l a t i n g  th e  d o c t r i n e  o f  d iv in e  I p n U t a b i l i t y ,  d e s p i t e  what Ck)ro h im s e l f  h a s  s a i d  e a r l i e r ,  (a b o v e ,  p* 119) :  v d é r t a i n l y  i t  i p  r i d i c u l o u s  to  say  t h h t  i t  [ c h r i s t *'s hum anity  and  ig n p r a n o e i  i s  c o h s ia ' t e n t  w i th  th e  Word b e in g  ’unchanged’ #" S e co n d ly ,  t h e r e  i s  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  such  a d u a l  p o s i t i o n  c o u ld  e y a c u b te  th e  L ogos’ s e i f ^  h u m i l i a t i o n  o f  a l l  r e a l  . 'e th ic a l ,  p i g n i f  i c a n o e ,  f o r  i t  would n o t  be God th e  Son i n c a r n a t e  i n  J e s u s  Ob:* 1s t  b u t  o n ly  a. p a r t ,  o f  t h e  L ogos, an I n c a r n a t i o n  wi*^hbut r e a l  l o s s .  i t  i s  Only r i g h t  t o  add t h a t  Gore o b j e c t e  to  s u c h  a c r i t ic is iT i_ a n d  i t a i h t c i n s  t h a t  "God’ s t r i u n e  
b e in g  [ i s ]  d i s c l o s e d  i n  C h r is t# "  (Barfeton L e c t u r e s , p# 264 , 1 3 5 ) .  But th o u g h  he oKfectBjp t h e r e  i s  r e a s o n a b le  doub t t h a t  he h as  s u f f i c i e n t  g ro u n d s  u p o n ,w hich to  S u s ta in  h i s  o b j e c t i o n s .
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Gore n e v e r  does  d e f in e  t  ho n u t  o re  o f  
th e  u n i t y  o f  th e  two l i f e  c e n tro s>  and r e a l l y  
c a n n o t  w i th o u t  e i t h e r  o b l i t e r a t i n g  the :  c l i s t in o t iO n  
betw een  th e  Logos and  J é s u s  O h i 'ls t  o r  a d v o c a t in g  
th e  o r th o d o x  p o s i t io n * .  The d i f f i c u l t y  w i th  t h i s  
K en o tie  Theory* a s  Gore has i n d i c a t e d ,  i s  th e  
d i f f i c u l t y  o f  c o n c e iv in g  i t *
p « i  11IIII w m
1 Br’u o o , Op. G l t i , p* 189,<
147
Hôte on F ran k  W eston’ s The One C h r i s t
B ishop  F ra n k  W eston’s K eno tlo  Theory  i s  s e t  f o r t h  i n1h i s  book The One C h r i s t  f i r s t  p u b l is h e d  i n  1907. A cco rd in g  
to  J . S .  Lawton, " i t  i s  **. one o f  th e  g r e a t e s t  t h e o l o g i c a l  
monuments o f  th e  age i s  p r a c t i c a l l y  the  o n ly  f u l l -
l e n g t h  monograph upon' th e  d o c t r i n e  o f  C h r i s t ’ s P e rso n
p rod uced  d u r in g  the  p e r i o d ,  from  th e  p o in t  o f  view  o f3dogm atic  th e o lo g y ."  The Ê e n o t ic  T heory  which Weston
propounds i n  t h i s  book b e a r s  a s t r i k i n g  s i m i l a r i t y  t o  t h a t3o f  C h a r le s  G ore . The lan g u ag e  and te rm s a r e  o f t e n 4d i f f e r e n t ,  th e  i n i t i a l  p o i n t s  o f  i n q u i r y  a r e  d i f f e r e n t ,  
b u t  th e  two men s h a re  th e  same th o u g h t  p a t t e r n s ;  W eston’ s 
T h eo ry  can  a l s o  be c i t e d  a s  an  example o f  th e  "R ea l b u t  
R e l a t i v e  Type" o f  k e n o t ic i s m .
1 . I n  t h i s  d i s s e r t a t i o n  th e  R ev ised  E d i t i o n  p u b l i s h e d  i n  1914 i s  used*S. J . S .  Law ton, Op. C i t . ,  p. 871.3 . M a s c a l l ,  C h r i s t .  The C h r i s t i a n  And The C h u rc h , p . v i ,a l s o  f i n d s  th e s e  two men s t a n d in g  i n  th e  same t r a d i t i o n .4 .  Gore b e g in s  w ith  th e  a u t h o r i t y  o f  B o r ip tu r e ,  W eston m t hth e  a u t h o r i t y  o f  th é  Church and C o u n c i l s .  But even  t h i s  i s  no t an  u l t i m a t e l y  i r r e c o n c i l a b l e  d i v i s i o n  betw een  th e  two men: " E x p e r ie n c e ,"  s t a t e s  W eston, " i n  th e  l a s t  r e s o r t ,  h a s  i t s  s e a t  i n  th e  c o u r t  to  v/hich R e v e la t io n  makes i t s  f i n a l  a p p e a l  on e a r t h ;  and th e  e x p e r ie n c e  o f th é  C hurch  i s  v o iced  i n ’th e  G reeds and D e f i n i t i o n s  o f  th e  U n iv e r s a l  C o u n c i l s . "  ( The One 0 h r i s t . pp. 8 6 -8 7 .)  "The a p p e a l  from  dogma to  S c r i p t u r e ,  w hich i s  tak en  to  be one o f  th e  c h i e f  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  th e  E n g l i s h  t h e o l o g i a n ,  i s  n o t  from  Dog™ a s  such to  f a c t  a s  s u c h ,  n o r from  a th e o r y  to  th e  l i f e  o f  C h r i s t .  I t  i s  an  a p p e a l  from  an  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  dogma t h a t  h as  p roved  f a l s e  to  th e  o r i g i n a l  dogma o f  th e  C h u rch , back  to  th e  o r i g i n a l  f a c t  on which i t  c la im s  to  b ase  i t s e l f .  And so soon a s  th e  a p p e a l  has  been h e a r d , i f  i t  be a l lo w e d ,  t h a t  b a s a l  f a c t  w i l l  be made t o  c a r r y  a n o th e r ,  b u t  t r u e ,  x n t e r p r e t a t i a i . ”
( I b i d ,  , p .  2 7 . )
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I t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  W eston d e v o te s  f o u r  p ag es  to  a 
c r i t i c i s m  o f  G o re ’ s p o s i t i o n ,  b u t h i s  c r i t i c i s m s ,  a t  
c r i t i c a l  p o i n t s ,  a r e  based  on a m is u n d e rs ta n d in g  o f  G o re ’ s 
t r u e  p o s i t i o n .  However, t o  n o te  th e s e  m is u n d e rs ta n d in g s  
a f f o r d s  one a s u i t a b l e  p ro c e d u re  f o r  th e  d i s c o v e r y  o f  th e 1s i m i l a r i t y  i n  th e s e  two. t h e o r i e s *  a t  th e  c r i t i c a l  p o in ts *
F i r s t  o f  a l l ,  W eston c r i t i c i s e s  G o re ’ s th e o ry  o f  th e
se lf -a b a n d o n m e n t o f  a t t r i b u t e s ;  "Thus w i th  th e  ex trem e
K e n o t i c i s t s  he c a n  p r a o t W a l l y  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  th e  m oral
a t t r i b u t e s  from  th e  p h y s i c a l ;  b u t  w i th  M artensen  he r e f u s e s
to  p o s t u l a t e  a c e s s a t i o n  o f  th e  Logos from  H is  cosm ic
f u n c t i o n s ;  and he m arks o f f  a s t a t e  w i th in  which he a rg u e s
f o r  a r e l a t i v e  abandonment by th e  Logos o f  H is  p h y s i c a l  2a t t r i b u t e s , "  W eston’ s  own answ er t o  t h i s  c r i t i c i s m  i s  
a s  fo l lo v /s ;  "The P e r s o n  who became i n c a r n a t e  i s  p u r e ly  
d i v i n e .  I n  H is  e t e r n a l  e s s e n c e  He i s  o f  one s u b s ta n c e  w ith  
th e  F a t h e r ,  G-od o f  God; p o s se s se d  o f  a l l  d iv in e  pov /ers , 
p r e r o g a t i v e s ,  and a t t r i b u t e s .  H is I n c a r n a t i o n  i n  no way 
i n t e r f e r e s  w ith  H is  t r u e  l i f e  i n  th e  e t e r n a l  Godhead, o r  
h in d e r s  Him from  H is  d i v i n e  a c t i v i t i e s  i n  th e  u n iv e r s e .  He 
rem a in s  t r u e  Word o f  G-od, ’u p h o ld in g  a l l  t h in g s  by th e  word 
o f  H is  power* ’ Hor on th e  o th e r  hand does H is I n c a r n a t i o n  
in v o lv e  Him i n  th e  a b s o l u t e  abandonment o f  any one o f  th e
1* I n  su ch  a p r o c e d u r e ,  I  have tak e n  th e  l i b e r t y  to  q u o te  a t  l e n g th  so  t h a t  th e  a c t u a l  s i m i l a r i t y  m ight be o b s e rv a b le  a t  th e  s o u rc e  and no t from  th e  summary.S. W eston , Op. G i t . , p .  184.
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a t t r i b u t e s  o f  H is  d i v i n i t y *  W hatever o f  s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n
i s  r e q u i r e d ,  He a lw ays rem a in s  i n  p o s s e s s io n  o f  H is  p o w e rs ,
r e c o g n iz in g  a law  o f  r e s t r a i n t  where r e s t r a i n t  i s  n e c e s s a r y .
H is  c o n t in u o u s  r e s p e c t  o f  t h i s  law o f  s e l f - r e s t r a i n t  c o n -1s t i t u t e s  H is  a c t  o f  s e l f - s a c r i f i c e  and o b e d ie n c e ."  But 
i s  n o t  t h i s  s ta te m e n t  o f  W eston’s more t r u l y  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  
o f  G o re ’ s th o u g h t th a n  t h a t  which Weston h as  a t t r i b u t e d  to  
him? Gore i s  c o n s t a n t l y  s e a r c h in g  f o r  te rm s to  m odify  su ch  
d e s c r i p t i v e  p h ra s e s  a s  " s e l f - e m p ty in g ,"  " s e l f - r e n o u n c i n g , "  
" s e l f - a b n e g a t i o n , "  w hich m ight su g g e s t  such  a s e p a r a t i o n  o f
a t t r i b u t e s .  Hence th e  i n t r o d u c t i o n  o f  such te rm s a s  " s e l f -
.3l i m i t i n g , "  " s e l f - r e s t r a i n i n g , "  " s e l f - a c c o m o d a t in g ."
A g a in ,  G o re , i n  h i s  Bampton L e c tu r e s  and D i s s e r t a t i o n s . does 
n o t  d i s c u s s  a t  l e n g th  th e  a t t r i b u t e s  o f  God ; b u t  he does  
have t h i s  to  say ;  "Of th e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  s e l f - e m p ty in g  we 
can  o n ly  judge by th e  re c o rd  i n  the G o sp e ls ,  T hat o u r Lord 
c o u ld  n o t  lo s e  H is  p e r s o n a l i t y ,  or e s s e n t i a l  r e l a t i o n  to  
th e  F a t h e r ,  i s  in d eed  c e r t a i n  a p r i o r i  and i s  co n f irm ed  i n  
th e  r e c o r d .  The p e r s o n a l i t y  i s ,  t h e n ,  th ro u g h o u t  th e  same; 
b u t  i n  r e g a rd  to  th e  d i v i n e  a t t r i b u t e s ,  what He r e t a i n e d  i n  
e x e r c i s e  and what He abandoned -  w he th e r  He abandoned o n ly  
th e  m a n i f e s t  g l o r y ,  o r  a l s o ,  f o r  example th e  e x e r c i s e  o f  
th e  d i v i n e  o m n isc ien ce  -  we cou ld  h a r d ly  form  any judgment
1. W eston , Op. G i t .  , pp . 149-150. 8 . See Gore ab o v e , p . 129.
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1a p r i o r i  I t  would seem from  th e  above argum ent
t h a t  Gore c o n s id e r s  t h a t  th e  s t a t e  and p o s s e s s io n  o f  . 
a t t r i b u t e s  a r e  beyond th e  a r e a  o f  l e g i t i m a t e  q u e s t io n in g  
and t h a t  th e  c o n t i n u i t y  o f  p e r s o n a l i t y  i s  the im p o r ta n t  
t h i n g .  T h is  r e j e c t i o n  o f  th e  f a l s e  s e p a r a t i o n  i s  a l s o  
b o rn e  ou t by G o re ’ s c r i t i c i s m  o f th e  p o s i t i o n  o f  F a i r b a i r n  
and Thom asiusî " I t  [ i ' a i r b a i r n ’ s ICenotic T h e o r ^  m a in ta in s  
a r e a l  c o n t i n u i t y  o f  c o n s c io u s  l i f e  s o i h f  a s  t h e  e t h i c a l  
q u a l i t i e s  o f  the  Son o f  God a r e  concerned# But i t  d i s ­
t i n g u i s h e s  H is  e t h i c a l  from  H is  p h y s i c a l  a t t r i b u t e s ,  and 
c o n c e iv e s .H im  a s  ab and on ing  th e  l a t t e r  a b s o l u t e l y  i n  
becom ing in c a r n a te #  T h u s ,  a s  much a s  M* G o d e t,  Drt F a i r b a i r n  
p o s t u l a t e s  t h a t  C h r i s t  d id  a b s o l u t e l y  abandon H is  r e l a t i o n  
o f  e q u a l i t y  w ith  God and H is  f u n c t io n s  i n  th e  u n iv e rse *
But i t  i s  c h i e f l y  from  t h i s  p o in t  o f  view  t h a t  th e  v iew  o f  
M. Godet was c r i t i c i z e d ,  and th e  same c o n s i d e r a t io n s  a p p ly  
to  t h i s  more m odera te  b u t  h a r d l y ,  I  t h i n k , more t e n a b le  
view#" And a g a i n ,  Gore i n s i s t s  t h a t  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  must 
be v ie w e d .a s  a sp h e re  o f  th e  Son’ s a c t i v i t y ;  th e  Bon has 
n o t  e s s e n t i a l l y  changed b u t  h as  accommodated H im se lf  to  
th e  c o n f in e s  o f  human e x is te n c e #  T h is  i s  s u b s t a n t i a l l y , 
b u t  l e s s  s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  what Weston m a in ta in s*
1* G o re ,  Bampton Leot a r a s  # p* 195*
2# G o re , D i s s e r t a t i o n s ; pp* 191-192# 
8# Bee Gore ab o v e , pp* 106-107 .
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Second W eston a s s e r t s  t h a t  Gore " i s ,  o f  c o u r s e ,
e n t i r e l y  c l e a r  i n  h i s  a s s e r t i o n  of th e  t r u e  d i v i n i t y  o f
th e  p e r s o n  o f  th e  I n c a r n a t e ,  H is  m ira c u lo u s  b i r t h  o f  th e
V i r g i n  M ary, and th e  c o n s t i t u t i o n  o f  th e  manhood i n  th e
Logos H im s e l f ,  bu t he sp e a k s  o f  a s e l f -a b a n d o n m e n t . o f  powers1incom m ensurate; w i th  hum anity*" In  c o n t r a s t  to  t h i s
a l l e g e d  p o s i t i o n  o f  G o re ’ s ,  Weston s t a t e s ?  "The I n c a r n a t e
i s  the Son o f  God, i n  whose image man was made. He has
come H im s e l f ,  and by an  a c t  o f  supreme lo v e  and power He so
m easu res  H is  d iv in e  pov/er t h a t  He can  a d e q u a te ly  s e rv e  a s2th e  p ro p e r  s u b je c t  o r  eg o  o f  H is  assumed manhood^" But 
i s  t h i s  n o t ,  a g a in ,  G o re ’ s p o s i t i o n ? :  "He [Bon o f  Go(^ d i d . , . .
-  d o u b t l e s s  by th e  v o lu n ta r y  a c t i o n  o f  H is  own s e l f - l i m i t i n g3and s e l f - r e s t r a i n i n g  lo v e  -  c e a se  from  th e  e x e r c i s e  o f
th o s e  d iv in e  f u n c t i o n s  and p o w ers , i n c l u d i n g  th e  d iv in e
o m n is c ie n c e ,  which would have been in c o m p a t ib le  w i th  a t r u l y4human e x p e r i e n c e ."
T h i r d , " I t  i s  to  be i n f e r r e d  from  the  B ish o p ’ s t h e o r y , "  
s t a t e s  W eston , " t h a t  a s  I n c a r n a t e  th e  e t e r n a l  Bon had so 
s t r i p p e d  H im se lf  o f  om n isc ien ce  and o th e r  a t t r i b u t e s  o f  th e  
same c l a s s  t h a t  He c o u ld  a d e q u a te ly  s e r v e  a s  ego to  H is
1* W eston , Op* G it* , p# 124*2* I b i d * ,  p* 161*
5* My i t a l i c s ^4* G o re ,  D i s s e r t a t i o n s  * pp* 94-95#
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assumed manhood* B ut t h e r e  i s  no h i n t  t h a t  th e  Son o f  
God had assumed a human i n d i v id u a l i t y *  T here  i s  no t a l k  
o f  p e r s o n a l  manhood* Dr* Gore seems to  mean t h a t  t h e . 
I n c a r n a t e  knows H im se lf  a s  Son o f  God i n  manhood, th ro u g h  
th e  medium o f  H is  human so u l* "  R a th e r  th a n  t h i s  p o s i t i o n ,  
W eston p ro p o se s  th e  fo l lo w in g :  "To th e  end t h a t  imnhood 
sh o u ld  be so a id e d  to  p e r f e c t i o n  th e  e t e r n a l  Son assumed i t  
i n t o  p e r s o n a l  u n ion  w i th  H im se lf .  He d id  n o t  ta k e  a manhood, 
i n  t h e  sense, t h a t  He a s s o c i a t e d  w ith  H im se lf  one human p e r so n ;  
f o r  t h a t  would have been  to  redeem one a t  th e  c o s t  o f  th e  
race*  But i n  Mary’ s  womb He to o k  human f l e s h  w h ich , w ith  
i t s  own p ro p e r  and co m p le te  s o u l , He c o n s t i t u t e d  H im se lf  so
t h a t  He became t r u l y  man, l i v i n g  a s  the  s u b j e c t  o r  ego o f8r e a l  manhood," However, c o n t r a r y  t o  W eston’ s c r i t i c i s m ,
Gore does  g iv e  a ’h i n t ’ o f  p e r s o n a l  manhood a n d ,  i n  f a c t ,  
s u p p o r t s  a  p o s i t i o n  s t r ik in g ly  l i k e  W eston’ s .  I n  d e fe n d in g  
th e  l o g i c  o f  th e  n e c e s s i t y  f o r  th e  V i r g in  B i r t h ,  Gore 
a rg u e s ;  "G ran ted  t h a t  th e  e t e r n a l  Son o f  God d id  a t  a  
c e r t a i n  moment o f  t im e  ta k e  f l e s h  by a r e a l  i n c a r n a t i o n  i n  
th e  womb o f M ary, -  g ra n te d  t h a t  He was b o m  a s  mam, w ith o u t  
change o f  p e r s o n a l i t y  j j / e s t o n ’s "ego"J o r a d d i t i o n  o f  
a n o th e r  p e r s o n a l i t y ,  b u t  s im p ly  by th e  a ssu m p tio n  o f  a  new
1, W eston , Op. C i t * ,  p .  185 ,2. I b i d * , pp* 150-151*
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n a t u r e  and by an  e n t r a n c e  i n t o  new c o n d i t io n s  of l i f e  and
e x p e r ie n c e  -  g r a n te d  i n  t h i s  s e n se  th e  i n c a r n a t i o n  o f  th e
Son o f  God i n  th e  womb o f  M ary, can  we c o n c e iv e  i t  to  have1t a k e n  p la c e  by th e  o r d in a r y  p ro c e s s  o f  g e n e r a t io n ? "  "He 
i s  v e ry  man, b u t  new man*" '
F o u r th ,  "The d i f f i c u l t y  o f  t h i s  [Crore’ j^  lan g u ag e  to  
me l i e s  i n  th e  d u a l  c o n c e p t io n  o f  th e  Logos a s  un lir r î i ted  and 
a s  e e lf -a b a n d o n e d .  I t  seems p o s s i b l e  to  a rg u e  t h a t  th e  Word 
a s  s e lf -a b a n d o n e d  h as  a d i f f e r e n t  a e l f - c o n s e io u s n e s s  from  
th e  e t e r n a l  Word a s  u n l im i t e d ;  and t h a t  th e  s e l f - e m p t i e d  Bon 
a s  c o n d i t io n e d  by mahhood r e q u i r e s  a form  o f  se lf -o o tiB c io u B n e ss  
t h a t  i s  d i f f e r e n t  from  both* I n  th e  f i r s t  c a s e ,  we have 
d iv in e  s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s ;  i n  th e  se c o n d , one t h a t  i s  so  f a r  
from  b e in g  f u l l y  d iv in e  t h a t  we can  on ly  term  i t  im p o v erish ed  
d i v i n e ;  and i n  the t h i r d  c a se  we have wliat tho  B ishop  c a l l s ,  
human c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  m eaning i n  f a c t  d iv in e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  
im p o v e r ish e d  aiid t h e n  c o n d i t io n e d  i n  manhood*
"So t h a t  even  i f  we s h u t  ou t from  the  sp h e re  o f  th e  
I n c a r n a t i o n  th e  c o n c e p t io n  o f  th e  u n l im i te d  Logos a s  f u l l y  
c o n s c io u s  o f  H is  d i v i n e  S e l f  and p o e i t i o n ,  we a r e  s t i l l  É^Qe 
to  f a c e  w i th  two c e n t r e s  o f  c o n s ç i o u sn ess  i n  t l r  I n c a r n a t e :  
th e  one i n  which He knows H im se lf  a s  s e l f - im p o v e r i s h e d  d iv in e  -  
knows H im s e lf ,  t h a t  i s ,  a s  l e s s  th a n  H im s e lf ; th e  o t h e r ,  i n  
v/hich He knows H im se lf  a s  s e l f - im p o v e r is h e d  d iv in e  c o n d i t io n e d  
by 'manhood* I t  seems to  me t h a t  we must make t h i s  l o g i c a l
1* G o re , D i s s e r t a t i o n s . p . 64.
2 . I b i d * , p . 65.
154
d i e t ! a c t io n »  and» once m ade, w  have robbed  th e  th e o ry  o f
:i,i t e  p ra e t jL c a l  a d v a n ta g e  a n d ,  t h e r e f o r e  » o f  i t a  o n ly  a p p e a l* "
I n  opD oD itioa  to  t h i s  p o e i t i o n »  Wee to n  r è  p l i é e  3 w i th in  th e  
I n c a r n a t i o n  " t h e  Bon n e o e e o a r i l y  hae a  knowledge o f  R lm a e l f» 
i n  H ie  r e l a t i o n e  God ward and' üanward » tlm t- dôee n o t  b e lo n g  
t o  H ia  u n i v e r s a l  l i f e  ao hogoe# The I n c a r n a t e  l e  t h e  eon o f  
God e x i e t l n g  o n ly  u n d e r  o o n d i t io n o  o f  tmnhood. I n  what aenee  » 
t h e n ,  was He co n eo lo u e  o f  H im self?
"We may a r r i v e  a t  a n  anew er by a  p ro o eee  o f  e l im in a t io n #  
'F i r e t  » He d id  n o t  know H im aelf  a a  Ood th e  Son poeaeaaed  o f
and e x o r o ie ln g  u n l im i te d  pcw%*# Hi a s t a t e  o f  e t e r n a l  g l o r y8wee» no i t  w e re ,  a  memory t o  Him: b u t  H ie humm mind w aa, 
and 10» 00 i n f e r i o r  t o  th e  D iv in e  M ature t h a t  i t  o o u ld  n o t  
m e d ia te  an  a c t  o f  8 e lf-% n o w le% e ae  th e  E t e r n a l  God» i n  th e  
g lo r io u o  3 ,ib o r ty  o f  d i v i n e  pow er; o th e rw lo e  imi'ihood would 
Indeed  be e q u a l  w i th  Godhead*
"U ccendly»  He d id  n o t  Icnow H lm eelf  no m ere ly  a  nan ;a 'f o r  %Iie s e l f  l a  d iv in e #  He waa co%ieeioua o f  d i v i n i t y »  And 
th ird ly*»  lie d id  n o t  know H im se lf  a s  d lv in e -h u n m i i n  com- 
p o o l to  oonooiouQneao; f o r  He had h o t  a c a o o la te d  an y  h u i# n  
p e r s o n  w ith  Hlmaolf*
" I t  rom aine t h e r e f o r e  to my t W t  He woo c o n a c io u c  o f  
H im se lf  ao  God^in-munhood # Ho knew H im oelf no God ju o t  I n  
00 f a r  a s  a  p e r f e c t  » e in le o e »  Ood-aoenmod a o u l  c o u ld  m ed ia te  
th e  d i v i n e  ee lf» #coaoc ioueneee# Ood th e  Son Jw d beoome man» 
and knew iLlm self o n ly  oo f a r  ae  Hio hwrnn- ao u l  e ould m ed ia te
1 . W eston , Op7 G i t . , pp* 125-186.2 . C i t e s  John  1 7 :5 .  _
ÎS . n  -1 f. <=»R .T n h n  5 * 1  *7* A * HA î 1 0  • 5 0  ♦ 1 4  : 2 3  .  6  t c  *
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t h a t  knowledge. As H is  Soul i s  the e v e r l a s t i n g ,  and o n ly  
p e r f e c t ,  means o f  th e  U n v e i l in g  o f  th e  Godhead to  man i n  the  
Kingdom o f  Glory* so  on e a r t h  i t  was H is on ly  medium o f  H is  
V is io n  o f  His F a th e r*  We have s e e n  how t r u l y  He had ta k e n  
manhood i n t o  H im self*  how He had w i l l e d  t h a t  i t  sh o u ld  m ed ia te  
a l l  H is  new r e l a t i o n s h i p s  w ith  th e  F a th e r  and th e  w o rld .  I f ,  
t h e n ,  t h e s e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  were th o s e  o f  an  i n t e l l i g e n t ,  
p e r s o n a l  b e in g  th e y  must have been  based  i n  a c o n s c io n s n e s s  
o f  s e l f  a s  e n t i r e l y  l im i t e d  and c o n d i t io n e d  by manhood#
" I t  i s  n o t  t h a t  He knew H im se lf  to  be u n l im i te d  L ogos, 
who had w i l l e d  t o  r e s p e c t  th e  l i m i t a t i o n s  o f  manhood. Ho, 
more th a n  th a t*  He knew H im self  a s  Logos on ly  i n  the  m easure 
t h a t  H is  human s o u l  cou ld  be made to  m ed ia te  t h a t  s e l f -  
knov/ledge. But a l l  th e  w h ile  i n  H is u n iv e r s a l  s t a t e  He w as, 
nay  i s ,  th e  U n lim ited  Logos who w i l l s  to  be f o r  everm ore i n  
su c h  s p e c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  o f  lo v e  to  th e  redeemed t h a t , i n  th eis p h e re  i n  which He m eats  w i th  bhem, H a . i s  p re p a re d  to  • 8 a c c e p t  t h i s  l im i t e d  c o n te n t  o f  s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s , " Here
a g a i n ,  one i s  f o r c e d  t o  say  t h a t  W eston’s p o s i t i o n  i s  r e a l l y
a d e t a i l e d  e x p o s i t i o n  o f  G ore’ s  argum ent and t h a t  th e  p o s i t i o n
W eston a t t r i b u t e s  to ,G o re  i s  n o t  c o r r e c t .  A c tu a l ly  Gore
m a in ta in s  t h a t  " J e s u s  C h r i s t ,  the Son o f  God i n c a r n a t e ,  was
and i s ,  a t  e v e ry  moment and i n  e v e ry  a c t ,  b o th  God and man.
1# My i t a l i c s #2# W eston , Op* C i t , ,  pp* 167-169#
156
p e r s o n a l l y  God made man; He i s  a s  t r u l y  God a t  H is  b i r t h
o r  d e a th  a s  now i n  Hie g l o r y , and a s  t r u l y  man now i n  H is  1 2 g l o r y  a s  fo rm e r ly  i n  H is  human b i r t h  and m o r ta l  l i f e
As w e l l ,  " th e  words i n  whioh we e x p r e s s  th e  m y ste ry
E f  t h e  I n c a r n a t i o n ] . # ♦ * must be words Vvhioh e x p re s s  th e
f a c t  t h a t ,  w i th in  th e  p e r io d  and sp h e re  o f  H is  i n c a r n a t e
and m o r ta l  l i f e ,  He th e  e t e r n a l  Bon was, d o u b t l e s s  by H is
own a c t  and w i l l ,  s u b m i t t in g  H im se lf  t o  th e  l i m i t a t i o n s  .4p ro p e r  to  manhood," From th e s e  two c e n t r a l  p r o p o s i t i o n s  
o f  G o re ’ s t h e o r y ,  i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  to  deduce n o t  W eston’ s 
co n c ep t o f  G o re ’ s  a rg u m e n t, b u t  W eston’ s th e o ry  i t s e l f .
B oth  men cou ld  a g re e  w i th  th e  fo l lo w in g  s ta te m e n t :  th e
L o g o s , i n  H is  s t a t e  o f  D iv in e  G lo ry ,  p o s s e s s e s  a t r u e  con­
s c io u s n e s s  o f  H im se lf  a s  God th e  S on , o m nipo ten t and om niscient* 
I n  v i r t u e  o f  H is  o m n isc ie n t  wisdom, by H is  om nipo ten t pow er, 
lie e v e r  im poses upon H im se lf  a law o f  s e l f - r e s t r a i n t ,  so 
fram ed t h a t ,  i n  th e  I n c a r n a t e  S t a t e , H is e x e r c i s e  o f  H is  
own p ro p e r  powers i s  a t  e v e ry  moment t o  be ad a p te d  to  th e  
m easure o f  th e  c a p a c i t y  o f  H is  e v e r-g ro w in g  manhood# As 
l i v i n g  under t h i s  la w , w i th in  th e  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  manhood, He 
knows H im se lf  n o t  a a God th e  Bon e x e r c i s i n g  f u l l  d iv in e  
power th ro u g h  a f r e e  and u n l im i te d  D iv in e  H a tu r e ,  b u t  a s  God 
th e  Bon l i m i t e d  and c o n d i t io n e d  i n  manhood; and u n ab le  t o
1# W eston a g r e e s  (Op, G i t # , p# 194): " th e  manhood o f  C h r i s t  i s  H is  p r o p e r ,  assumed n a tu r e  to  a l l  e t e r n i t y #  The s t a t e  o f  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  i s  perm anent#"S. G o re ,  D i s s e r t a t i o n s . p# 95#3# My i t a l i c s n o t i c e  even  th e  s i m i l a r i t y  o f  language  h e re  w i th  W eston ( i t a l i c s  above)#
4 .  G o re ,  Op# G i t # ,  pp* 803^204#
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a c t  o r  sp ea k  o r  th in k  o u t s id e  th e  l i m i t s  imposed upon
lîinr by H is  manhood# Bo l i v i n g  and so  confo rm ing  to  th e
law  o f  s e l f - r e s t r a i n t  He i e  t h e  c e n t r e  o f  the  new r e l a t i o n -
s h ip s  w ith  H is  F a th e r  and H is  c r e a t u r e s  t h a t  make up th e
l i f e  o f  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n ;  th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  t h e s e  r e l a t i o n -
s h ip s  d epen d ing  upon th e  in d w e l l in g  o f  a l l  c r e a t u r e s  by
th e  u n l im i te d  Logos i n  v i r t u e  o f  H is o m n ip re sen c e , and
upon th e  r e a l i t y  o f  th e  l i m i t e d  B e lf -e o n sc io u B n e ss  o f  th e1Logos a s  I n c a r n a t e # "
W eston makes two m ajo r c o n t r i b u t i o n s  to  t h i s  ty p e  o f
K eno tlo  Theory# The f i r s t  c o n t r i b u t i o n  comes a t  th e  p o in t
where Gore i s  most s e v e r e ly  c r i t i c i s e d  -  the  n a tu r e  o f  th e8p e rso n  o f  th e  Bon o f  God i n  h i s  d u a l  c a p a c i t y .  W eston 
e n d eav o u rs  to  s o lv e  th e  dilemma by h i s  co n cep t o f  p e r so n ­
a l i t y *  He a rg u e s  t h a t  th e  ego who i s  fee S u b je c t  o f  th e  Son 
i n  H is d iv in e  c a p a c i t i e s  i s  l i k e w is e  th e  S u b je c t  o f  th e  Son 
i n  H is  human c a p a c i t i e s #  T h is  he deems p o s s i b l e  by 
arguing; t h a t  p e r s o n a l i t y  i s  t h e  sum o f  i t s  v a r io u s  
r e l a t i o n s h i p s :  "# » # th e  s t a t e  o f  th e  Bon o f  God a t  any one 
moment i s  m e re ly  th e  sum o f  H is r e l a t i o n s h i p s #  As H is  
g l o r i o u s ,  h e a v e n ly  s t a t e  i s  i n  f a c t  H is  i n t e r n a l  r e l a t i o n s  
w ith  th e  F a th e r  and th e  Holy S p i r i t  t o g e th e r  w ith  H is  
r e l a t i o n  to  th e  w orld t h a t  H is  wisdom h as  c r e a t e d ;  so  H is
1 * West o n , Op# 0 1 1_. , pp#, 179-180«9# Gore s t a t e s  s im p ly  and w i th o u t  e x p la n a t io n  -  "The p e r s o n a l i t y  i s  #.* th ro u g h o u t  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  th e  sama" Bampt on L e c tu re s  # p# 159# F or c r i t i c i s m  see  "Gore" , pp . 1.42-146.
1 6 8
s t a t e  o f  i n c a r n a t  ion. i s  th e  sum o f  c e r t a i n  new re la fe io n a  
w hich He h as  w i l l e d  to  fo rm , i n  r e s p e c t  to  th e  i n c a r n a t e  
a c t i v i t i e s ,  w i th  H is  c r e a t u r e s ,  and w i th  th e  F a th e r  and th e  
S p i r i t  i n  so f a r  a s  H is  p e c u l i a r  in d w e l l in g  o f  th e  redeemed 
and H is o f f i c e  o f  M ed ia to r  r e n d e r  n e c e s s a ry  an a d d i t i o n  to  
H is  e s s e n t i a l  r e l a t i o n s *
"Between th e s e  two s t a t e s  t h e r e  i s  no d e f i n i t e  s e p a ra t io n *  
To demand a c o n c e p t io n  o f  th e  m utual e x c lu s iv e n e s s  o f  th e  two 
s t a t e s  o f  a c t i v i t y  w i l l  he found u l t i m a t e l y  to  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  
th e  E te r n a l  Son a s  God from  th e  E te r n a l  Son a s  I n c a r n a t e ;  and 
i n  d o in g  t h i s  we red u ce  th e  I n c a r n a t i o n  to  a f i g u r e  o f  speech* 
T h a t  th e  P e rso n  who s a t  w ea ried  on th o  w e l l  o f  Sam aria  i s  
p e r s o n a l ly  and i d e n t i c a l l y  th e  E t e r n a l  Son o f  God# who upho lds  
a l l  t h in g s  by th e  word o f  Hife pow er, must e v e r  be m a in ta in ed * "  
A lthough  t h i s  p o s i t i o n  may answ er some o f th e  q u e s t io n s  
which Gore a v o i d s ,  i t  i s  n o t  a c c e p te d  a l t o g e t h e r  w ith o u t  
c r i t i c i s m .  J*3* Lawton b r in g s  t h e  fo l lo w in g  argum ents  a g a i n s t  
W eston’ s p o s i t i o n :  "The p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  t h i s  ^ h e  d iv in e  ago 
a s  p ro p e r  s u b j e c t  o f  C h r i s t ’ s manhoodj i s  c l e a r l y  W eston’ s 
m ajo r p re m ise .  I t  r e s t s  upon two c o n d i t i o n s .  F i r s t ,  i t  must 
be p o s s i b l e  f o r  an  ego i n  c e r t a i n  p o r t i o n s  o f  i t s  a c t i v i t y  to  
be d i s s o c i a t e d  from  i t s  c o n s c io u s  c o n te n t  and r e l a t i o n s h i p s  
en jo y ed  e ls e w h e re ;  and s e c o n d ly ,  i t  must be c o n c e iv ed  p o s s i b l e  
f o r  an  ego to  r e t a i n  i t s  s e l f - i d e n t i t y ,  and y e t  be th e  s u b j e c t  
o f  a n o th e r  s e t  o f  r e la t io n B l i ip s *  The d i f f i c u l t y  i n  a l l  t h i s
1 . W eston , Op* C i t * , p .  28$
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s t a t e d  h e re  i n  o rd e r  t h a t  i t  may be k ep t i n  mind d u r in g  th e  
diBCUSSion, i s  t h a t  i t  e i t h e r  makes to o  much o r  to o  l i t t l e  o f  
th e  id e a  o f  ego# On th e  one hand> i f  th e  Logos can  c o n s t i t u t e  
h im s e l f  th e  c e n t r e  o f  a new p e r s o n a l i t y ,  by add ing  t o  h im s e l f  
a new s e t  o f  i n c i d e n t a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  s e e  
how t h a t  p e r f e c t  s e l f - i d e n t i t y  f a i l s  to  c a r r y  w ith  i t  some­
th in g  o f  th e  d iv in e  om n isc ience  w h ich , a c c o rd in g  t o  W eston , 
i s  so i n t e g r a l  a p a r t  o f  the  d iv in e  p e r s o n a l i ty #  I f ,  on 
th e  o th e r  h a n d , th e  id e a  be ta k e n  q u i t e  s e r i o u s l y  t h a t  
c o n s c io u s n e s s  and hence p e r s o n a l i t y  can  be and a r e  c o n s t i t u t e d  
bÿ t h e i r  c o n t e n t ,  ’ th e  sum o f  r e l a t i o n s h i p s ’ ; and t h a t  a 
p e r s o n a l i t y  so c o n s t i t u t e d  can  be u n i te d  to  th e  d iv in e  ego 
w ith o u t  s h a r in g  i n  th e  d i v i n e  o m n isc ien ce ;  i f  i n  o th e r  w o rd s , 
t h e  i d e a l i s t  v iew  o f  p e r s o n a l i t y  be ta k e n  q u i t e  l i t e r a l l y ,  
a s  W eston a p p a r e n t ly  d o e s ,  s in c e  he c o n c e iv e s  C h r i s t  to  have 
had r e a l  and n o t  m ere ly  s u p e r f i c i a l  human c o n s c io u s n e s s  -  i t  
i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  see  how th e  d iv in e  ego i n  su ch  a  p e r s o n a l i t y  
can  o r  d o es  p la y  any g r e a t e r  p a r t  th a n  mere a b s t r a c t i o n ,
which c o n t r i b u t e s  n o th in g  to  th e  c o n te n t  o f  th e  p e r s o n a l i t y
1 .sav e  i t s  i d e n t i t y
W eston’ s second c o n t r i b u t i o n  i s  an  a t te m p t  to  so lv e
th e  same p rob lem  o f  d u a l  c e n t r e s  o f  a c t i v i t y  by th e  K a n t ia n
2c o n c ep t o f  p e r s o n a l i t y  i n  te rm s o f  w il l#  " I n  p o s t u l a t i n g
1# Law ton, Op# C i t # , pp# 276-276 . Such a  p o s i t i o n  would a l s o  im ply  t h a t  C h r i s t ’ s  d e a th  was no t a r e a l  d e a th  b u t  o n ly  th e  t e r m in a t io n  o f  one s e t  o f  r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  On t h i s  l a s t  p o i n t  se e  A.B, Macaulay# The D e a th  o f  J e s u s # Oh# 6# 
2* T h is  i s  a co n cep t Ésad t o  some e x te n t  by P,T* F o r s y th  to  em phasize t h a t  p e r s o n a l i t y  i s  f r e e ,  a c t i v e ,  and r e s p o n s i b l e .  See B ra d le y ,  Op. G i t # ,  p .  199,
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a s i n g l e  s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s  o f  the  C h r i s t  a s  G-od i n  manhood, 
v/0 must n o t  be t a k e n  to  mean t h a t  He was p o sse s se d  o f  o n ly  
one w i l l*
"We have see n  t h a t  H is  s e l f - c o n s c io u s n e s s  was i n  no waj; 
c o m p o s ite :  and we must he on ou r guard  a g a i n s t  a t t r i b u t i n g  
to  th e  C h r i s t  one co m p o site  w il l*  The danger o f  so d o in g  
a r i s e s  from  th e  te n d e n c y  to  i s o l a t e  th e  d iv in e  p e r s o n  from  
th e  d iv in e  n a tu r e  and f u n c t i o n s ;  and so  to  th in k  o f  th e  d iv in e  
w i l l  a s  a p a r t  from  His p e rso n  t h a t  we can  co n ce iv e  i t  e i t h e r  
becom ing a s s o c i a t e d  w ith  t h e  human w i l l  by some k in d  o f  m oral 
i d e n t i t y , or s e r v i n g  Him a s  an  in s t ru m e n t  by which to  subdue 
H is  human w il l*  A l l  t h i s  k ind  o f  th o u g h t cou ld  be avo id ed  
w ere we to  h e a r  i n  mind t h a t  t h e  w i l l  i s  a f u n c t i o n  o f  a 
p e r s o n ,  i n s e p a r a b l e  from  him . I t  i s  no t a p a r t  o f  him; i t  
i s  a mode o f  h i s  s e l f - m a n i f e s t a t i o n * " " I t  i s  q u i t e  a  f a l s e
a n t i t h e s i s  t h a t  men draw when th e y  d i s t i n g u i s h  betw een J e s u s  
and H is d iv in e  w i l l , a s  i f  i t  ware a mere f u n c t i o n  o f  H is 
d iv in e  S e lf*  I t  i s  H is S e l f  i n  a c t i o n .  We t h e r e f o r e  c o n f e s s  
two w i l l s  i n  th e  Lord J e s u s ;  b u t  we adm it t h a t  th e  o n ly  
e v id e n t  e x p r e s s io n  o f  H is S e l f  i s  t h a t  g iv e n  to  us th ro u g h  
H is human w i l l ,  i n  human a c t i o n .
"And th e  u n io n  o f  th e  two w i l l s  i s  n o t  m ere ly  one o f  
m oral i d e n t i t y ;  i t  e x i s t s  i n  J e s u s  H im s e lf ,  th e  P e r s o n ,  
who i s  B iv in e  W ill*
1* W eston , Op* Ci t*  , pp* 187-188,
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"We may say  of th e  I n c a r n a t e  t h a t  H is  a c t s  o f  s e l f -
c o n s c io u s n e s s , l i k e  H is  a c t s  o f  w i l l i n g ,  a r e  tw o , s in c e
H is  n a t u r e s  a r e  two; h u t  H is  s e lf -k n o w le d g e  i s  r e a l l y  o n e ,1and th e  r e s u l t  o f  His w i l l i n g  i s  one*" T hese  s ta te m e n ts  
a r e  c o n s i s t e n t  w ith  th o se  e x p re s s e d  by W eston on p e r s o n a l i t y ,  
b u t  such  c o n s i s t e n c y  l ik e w is e  means t h a t  th e  c r i t i c i s m  b ro u g h t  
by J.S*  Lawton i s  e q u a l ly  v a l i d  here* W ith two w i l l s  as  
w ith  two c e n t r e s ,  t r u e  s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s  seems im p o ss ib le  
o r  in c o n c e iv a b le *
1* Ib id*  , p* 189* I t  i s  p e rh a p s  t h i s  id e a  which le a d s  H a s t in g s  R a s h d a l l  t o  s t a t e  " I t  i s  c u r io u s  to  n o te  t h a t  t h a t  f i e r y  ma l l e u s  h e r e t ic o r o m * th e  B ishop  o f  Z a n z ib a r , '  q u i t e  d e f i n i t e l y  l a p s e s  i n t o  Mono th e  l i t  ism . - H a s t in g s  R a s h d a l l ,  God and Man. p .  70*
m  ?
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P#
(Real- b 'ht g o t é n t l a l ) ^
There are two men who might equally well serve ds 
e x p o n e n ts  o f  t l i i e  ty p e  o f  K o m t io  T heory  M ack in to sh
and B-*T# Foraythn. %ii h i s  e a se F  i n  M y a te r iw a ;0 h rI s t i ?»^
Greed a i n g l e d  o u t  M ack in to sh  da t h e  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  
niaii» b u t  s in c e  t h a t  t im e  (and  since- th e  ’ r e - d i s o d v e r y ’ o f  
F o ra y th )  many have tu r n e d  to: F o r s y th  ' a s  t h e  e a r l i e r ^  
more c r e a t i v e »  and more o r i g i n a l  Of t h e  two men# • '
J é S # -Law ton, i n  an a r t i c l e '  abou t G reed ’ s essay#  s t a t e s #  
" F o r s y th  jas-oppo sed  t o  G re e d -s  u s e  o f  M aek in to s i^  w ould 
e q u a l l y  w e l l  have s e r v e d  th e  p u rp o se  o f  e x e n ^ i l f i o a t i o n #  had 
i t  b e e n  p o s s i b l e  so c o n c i s e ly  to  su im m rise  h i s  th o u g h t# ^
H is  The Person. ..and..place ;o.f J e su s .  O h r i s t  a p p e a re d  i n  1907# 
and -  th o u g h  t h i s  was n o t  m  c l e a r l y  s e e n  when G reed w ro te  -  
- i t  i s  one o f  t h e  m ost i i% o r t a n t  w ork s  on O h r is to lo g y  t h a t
1- B ecause  F o r s y th  was w r i t i n g  a f t e r  B ru c e ’ s ' .O la s s i f i c a ' t l o n  i n  The H u x a il ia t io n  o f  G h r iS t# t h i s  c l a s s i f l o a t i o n  •. r e p y e g e # s ^ S B ^  '
2 iw'#y.\Vl-.# ’’R ece n t  -Tendencies- i n  E n g l i s h  O h r i s to lo g y ."
3 Principal Gocli^ s studied wder Forsyth)
g e h # n o - ;a t$ e % $ #  'ç o p d u c t  a s ÿ s t # W # c _  WgW mnt# - • a n d  Of ".t % # è  ' thO:^ e a r l ie - # ; '  and ûbst-- /éuo ccsè fd ï:  'is-;
T h e  : p ç r ^ i i t i S h d  y i a ù o _ o f  ; . ; j ô s u s - - ' G ^  ■ '  T h e  '
i S i ^ t o a ^ ^ - T S l e ^  • '7 - ^ 3 ? i l  * W B 3 )- f■ p . ïÿ f e  ^
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t h i s  c o u n t ry  h a s  p ro  duood i n  th e  p r o  s h u t  ce n tu ry # "^  I n  k k t  
l i g h t  o f  th e s e  r e p o r t s  o f  r e o e n t  s c h o la r s h ip #  th e  K en o tlo  
Theory  o f  P#T# F o r s y th  h as  been  chosen  a s  th e  s u b j e c t  o f  
t h i s  c h a p te r  and R*R. M ack in to sh ’ s  Theory w i l l  b e  in t r o d u c e d  
w here r e le v a n t#
P#T# F o r s y th  a p p ro a c h e s  th e  p ro b lem  o f  K eno tlo  
O h r is to lo g y  i n  a way d i f f e r e n t  from  t h a t  o f  th e  p r e v io u s  
K e n o t i c i s t s #  I n s t e a d  o f  f o r m u la t in g  a l i n e a r  e q u a t io n  
by  in d u c t iv e #  e m p i r i c a l  methods# th e  s o l u t i o n  to  w hich  i s  
th e  K en o tlo  T h eo ry f  F o r s y th  f i n d s  th e  Theory a s  a l o g i c a l #  
n e c e s s a r y  d e d u c t io n  from  t h e  e x i s t e n t i a l  s i t u a t i o n  which 
i s  t h e  r e s u l t  o f  o h r i s t ’ s  red em p tiv e  a c t#  Thus any 
e x p o s i t i o n  m ust b e g in  n o t  w i th  a t h e o l o g i c a l  c o n v ic t io n  o r  
m e tap h y s io  b u t  w ith  a p o s i t i v e #  p e r s o n a l  r e l i g i o u s  
e x p e r ie n c e  o f  Him* "# # . t h e  p r i n c i p l e  from  whioh we m ust 
s e t  o u t  to  u n d e r s ta n d  th e  p e r s o n  o f  O h r i s t  i s  t h e  s o t a r i p -  
i o g l o a l  p r i n c i p l e #  A n y  m etaphy sio  m ust f o l lo w  t h a t  and  
n o t  p re c e d e  i t ;  i t  must be a m etap hys io  o f  h i s t o r y  and
1 J#d# Lawton# "O read ’ s  B ssay  i n  ’liyaterimTi O h r l s t i , "- T h e^ B x p o s ltd ry  ■ T im es#' Vpl* Gb# .ifo:#- ■ 2 ' (HoveiAer # ' 1952) #' • p r i n c i p a l  g h i l i p  - Watson# H andsw orth O oliege#  Bi-ri^ngham» i n  an a r t % % l # ' ’’The' Kénp s i s '  D o c t r in e
*■ . .. ,X . ^  ^ . i  i. it » . .. ^  '  ' . L . .  ^  ^bookàe,y6â.oiis hi s„- own ..yorslon:. thèaôot'r&në,.. ehoWing -% IH Very clpsé. -osi&’stlywi'thU?b@, îi&epp si tory f  iiaè ü, V o l v m ,  No. 3 (b.BO#'#er, ' Ï952j  '
2 As FaipbalrUjj Porrest, anû Gore.
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n o t  o f  b e i n g ,  o f  s o u l  and n o t  o f  oubstarioë» o f  th e  m o ra l  
soul and n o t  th e  noetic su b o ta n o e ,  o f  e t h i o  and n o t  o f  
thought  ^ a w  especially of the Ghristian ethic oondensed 
i n  faith an  the new life... A ll  Ohristology must rest on a 
m o ra l  s a lv a t io n #  spiritually and p o rB o n a l ly  realized*
And any %taphy6io involyed must be thé metaphysic 
of redemption# which Is only the superlative of a mctàphyslc 
o f  ethics#"'  ^ Forsyth readily t h a t  su c h  an ap p ro ach
based upon f a i t h  " i s  n o t  r a t i o n a l  i n  th e  c o h e re n t#  th e  
B O ie p t i f ic #  t h e  s y s te m a t ic  sen se  o f  th e  word r a t i o n a l ; " ^  ' 
b u t  then#  l i f e  i t s e l f #  he states# t r a n s c e n d s  thought 
T h is  approach even g iv e s  B i b l i c a l  Or i t  i c i  mi a new 
o r i e n ta t io n ? :  "it is  no way to d e a l  with so g r e a t  a b l e s s i n g
as c r i t i c i s m  arbitrarily to c h a l le n g e  o r  curb i t s  r i g h t s *
.  M  « H i  < n »  M *  iw *  «M l
will âiwaÿ8'-'W:imîi|il^lESrïn!9WElW^sÿ>' Lut' i t  ought
kenosis
ci-r.standpoint -^ • ’>lt' must '.thraughcut be ViCwodi  |:  £^kljj t o  man i n  ■
p e e s o n a l_ .„  , o o c n l f i c i n g  ■:lo^e;3" ,>«; :285
F o r s y th ,  Or , G it>., P^Jpg
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Thé way i s  to  f i x  o u r  f a i t h  bejrond I t s  reach#'
I t  i s  to  r e tu r n  to  th e  B pi$ tleS " f o r  th e  key  o f  th e  
G o sp e ls  » f o r  th e  e v a n g e l ic a l  s e c r e t # and th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  
th e  H ig h e s t C r i t i c i s m  o f  a l l *  The judgem ent o f  th e  c r o s s
c r i t i c i s e s  a l l  c r i t i c i s m »  and  th e  f i n a l i t y  o f  i t s  f e l t  
s a lv a t io n  i s  th e  rock l% re g n # b le * " ^
B eg inn ing#  then#  w i th  th e  p e r s o n a l  red em p tlv o  
e x p e r ie n c e  o f  O h r is t  as. a r e a l i z e d  f a b t^  w hat can  b e  
d e d u c e #  , F o ré ÿ th  m a in ta in s  t  h a t  t h i  a e x p e r ie n c e  im p l ie s  
and n e o e ^ s i t a t e e  th e  p r e - e x i s t e n c e  q f  G h rie t. :and- b a s e s  
h i s  argum ent upon th e  n a tu r e  o f  th e  T r in i ty *  O h r is t  
e x e r c i s e s  th e  p r é r o g a t iv e s  o f  fo rg iv e n e s s *  judgem ent# and 
re d e m p tio n  th e  p r e r o g a t i v e s  o f  God; b u t ,  say s  Forsyth ,#  
" th e  power tq  c x e ro is e  j th e s e  p r e r o g a t iv e Q  .*** c o u ld  
n e v e r  have, b een  a c q u ir e d  by  th e  m ora l e x c e l le n c e  o r  r a l i g -  
l i o u s  ach iev em en t o f  any c r e a t e d  b e in g *  however endow ed, 
by th e  s p i r i t  o f  #0# " ^  These p r e r o g a t iv e s  ^obv iously  
in ip iy  th e  imOst in t im a te  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  w ith  God* and 
" such  a r e la t io n * '*  i to  th e  F a th e r  c o u ld  n o t  have a r i s e n  
a t  a p o in t  o f  tlme;#’’^  A second  argum ent s u p p o r tin g  th e  
n e c e s s i ty  o f  Q h r i s t ’ s  p r e - e x i s t s h o e  i s  b a s e d  upon th e  
u n ch an g eab le  n a tu r e  o f  G k # ' " I f  a t  one im ment i n  h i s t o r y  
C h r i s t  p e rfo rm ed  th e  r e o p i lq i l in g  w ork , a change in  th e
1 F o rsy th #  The p e rso n  and  p la c e  o f  J e s u s  C h r i s t # p . 318
2 i b i d i » p # : ^
3
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o f  Oocl w ould b ê  u a d o o o i ta te d  u n lâ a a  th e r e  w ere 
i n  t h a t  a c t  an e x te r n a l  ao ÿ eo t th u a  th e n  becoming* 
a e tu a l iè e d i ,  Qod^e n a tW e  m ust be m iehangeab le#  f o r  H lo 
h o l in e s s  g u e re n te e e  t h i s ;  n o th in g  Whieh h as  happened 
wjLlilijLn ifdlrnxs (lOi&lci t)e E)13koiüi3& ibc) litie Trc;%*5r
o f  ■■'the latern&l***'*
'iFollow ing t h i s  l i n e  o f  a rg u m en t, f i n d s
th e  K e n o tie  Wheofy da a  nede s a a ry  d è e c r i p t i o à  o f  #èeu8* 
e a r th ly #  p h y d lo e l  l i f d :  " I f  th e r e  wad d p e fe b n a l  p r o -
é x iê te n a 'o ‘i n  th é  c a s é  o f  C h r i s t  i t  does h o t  seem p o s s ib l e  
to  a d j u s t  i t  t o  th é  h i s to r id -  J e s u s  w ith o u t  '"somo d o c t r in e  
o f  K cnG sls# ' WO fa c e  i n  C h r i s t  a Codheaci s e l f - r e d u c e d  
b u t  r e a l#  whose i n f i n i t é  pow er to o k  e f f é é t  ■ ih-''self*^ ' 
h u m ilia t io n #  'whose s t r e n g th  was % )çrfeètad  % n weakhos.s;# 
who c o n s e n te d  n o t to  know w ith  an ig n o ra n c e  'd iv in e ly  
wise.'# and  who em p tied  -h im self i n 'v i r t u e  o f  h i s  d iv in e  
fu ln e s s * " ^  $6 th o s e  who m igh t
a îfe n o tio  p o s i t i o n  a t  t h i s  p o in t  r a t h e r  th a n  th é  t r a d i t i o n a l
TMt W*! Ifii! w ,  »i «  mill M  m # # #
B ra d lw #  p i  194;# : r0 ÿ th #  w T  c i t l  p l  2 7 3 t
2 ., P o rsy th i-  fh o -B c rso n  and  P iao é  o f  ^ c s u s  Q tw is t . no* 293 *^ '#4:*. '■ i g r S ^ ^ 'm £ t " i  s  x m r e
. a p e # f i c  i n  'h iu  argur^un tt ' ■ \ .' %pqur p é s i t ié h à 'p ^ a y  be tak en #  1 -think# a s  i m p l i c i t  i n  th e ■ U o i^ lc to ly  C h r i s t i a n  v ie w  q f  J e s u s :  a n d  i t '  i s  'd i f f i c u l t  tq sé-é' hoW-- K e i i ô t i o i #  in  some form- is^  to  bà  aV o i# 4 : ^hY MO wh6 a s s o r t s ,  them  'a l i i  and a t  th e  same tim e  b è ï i é v é à  t h a t ' a re a so n e d  C h r ls to lo g y  i s  p d s s i b l e i  They roay be p u t  a s  f o l lo w s :
'  > .  ’ ,  .  ■ ■ '
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O haloG donlan fo rm u la  o f  two iia tu ro o #  k 'o rs y tb  h as  somo 
v a ry  d e f i n i t e  t h in g s  to  aaÿ i "The fo rm u la  o f  th e  u n io n  
o f  two n a tu r e s  i n  one p e rso n  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  a la o ta p h y s io a l 
fo rm u la#  end th e  fo rm u la  o f  a H u lle n io  m etaphyslo#  and  
i t  i s  iQoro o r  lo b s  a ro M io  foi^ th e  m odern %nj;ncl# The 
te rm  *n a tu re ^  .1$ a p u r e ly  m e te p h y s io è l  term # end one 
w hich  e h a r e o t a r i s e a  a .e e h o le e t io  m etophyeio  o f  b e in g
»* < > ii H fW p i» > a ^  »..■»»«■ I»»» tnin M * * « # # » *  '
g (oqntd#  from  p# )
(1 ) C h r i s t  i s  how D iv ine#  u s /b Q in g  th e  o b je c t  o f  f a i t h  and w orsh ip#  w ith  whom b e l ie v in g  to n  have im e c t ia te #  
th b û g !b n o tin m :K èd ia tèd # fç l% 6 w(2) Xn some personal sense Bis-Divinity is  eternal# not the fru it of time # sinqe by definition çôahcad cannot have come to be ex n ih iloi  His pre^mundane being ;t h e r e f p r e  i s .  roaT % n5^F3!^èal m ere ly»  : • - î(3) H is  l i f e  on e a r t h  was u n e g u iy ô o a lly  human. J e s u s  !Was a to il#  a Je%? o f  th e  f i r s t  o ô n tu ry #  w ith  a l i f e  , |l 'o è a l l s ë d  i n  and r e s t r i c t e d  by  à body  o rg a n ic  to  H is  I
ee ifffC o n sc iO u sn ess ; .of. l i m i t e d  power# Which ■■.could bo# Iand was# th w a r te d  by  p e r s i s t e n t  u n b e l i e f ;  o f  l i m i t e d  !‘ know ledge# which# b e in g , g r a d u a l ly  b u i l t  up. by e x p e r ie n c e #  made Him l i a b l e  to  s u r p r i s e  and d i s ^  a p p o in tm e n t; q f  a  m p ra l n a tu r e  s u s c e p t ib le  o f  grow th# and exp o sed  to  l i f e - l o n g  te m p ta t io n ;  o f  a p i e t y  and  Jp e r s o n a l  r e l i g i o n  o h a r a c te r l s a d  a t  e a c h  p o in t  b y  -Idependence on  Ood# i n  sh o r t#  Ha moved a lw ays w i th in  |th e  l i n e s  o f  an e x p e r ie n c e  Im m uily n o rm al i n  c o n s t i t u t i o n ,  even i f  abnorm al i n  i t s  s i n l e s s  q u a l i t y .  '!The l i f q  3)1 v in e ' i n  Him fa u n a  e x p r e s s io n  th ro u g h  human Jfa c u lty # . W ith a q ,# lf^ c o n sq lo u sh e s s  and  a c t i v i t y  ■ |m e d ia te d  b y  Him tiiiman m i l i e u » ' J(4) we Cannot predicate bW I&m two oonscio.usneqses .
q r  tv p  iv i i i a ;  th e  Haw T estam en t . in d iq a tq s  #  o f  th e  k in d #  n o r  in d e e d  i s  i t  oqngruous w ith  an i n t e l l i g i b l e  p sy c h o lo g y  The u n i ty  o f  H is  p e r s o n a l  il i f e  i s  axiomatic»:**
The PC r  son o f  J  o s u s  Ü hri s t  » pp» 469^470*
■, -."J
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r a t h e r  th a n  a im d e rn  m etap h y sio  o f
C b n seg u cn tly  " I t s  o e t e g o r le s  w ere to o  e le m e n ta l  and  
p h y a lo e l#  , I t  o o n o e lv ed  I t :  j th e  o n io n  o f  n a t u r e ^  a s  qn 
à o t  o f  .m ight# o f  Im m ediate  d lv ln o  power# an @ot whloh 
o n i te d  th e .tw o  n e t o r e a i n t o  a p e rs o n  r o t h e r  th a n  t hrough  
t h a t / p e r s o n i  %t w i l t e d  them  m ir e o u lo o a ly .r a th p r  th a n  
)m ra lly # , l n t o  th e  o x lo te n o o  o f  th e  I n c a r n a te  p e r q o n a l i ty  
r a t h e r  th a n  b y  h ie , a c tio n »  The p e r s o n  was th e  r e s u l t a n t  
o f , t h e  two. n a tu r e s  r a t h e r  th a n  th e  a g e n t o f  t h e i r  u n io n , 
They u n i t e d  I n to  a p e rs o n  whose a o t lo n  o n ly  began  
o f  t e l ’ th e , u n io n , and  d id  n o t. o f  f o o t  I t* '" ^
.âC o ép tln g  th e  ..foot o f  C h ris t*  a p ro re x ls to n o a #  w hat
' - ■ '  ^ fwas th e  m o tiv e  w hlqh l e d  Him to  h u m ilia te  H im se lf  In  
suoh a m anner? H ere F o r s y th  a g re e s  w ith  o th e r  
K enotiolB t,B  and a s s e r t s  t h a t  th e  r e a s o n  i s I '
redem ption^'*  " # # # o o n s ld e r ln g  man*e a o tu a l  s i n f u l  s t a te #
t h i s  jklngdora o f  h o ly  l o v ^  can  o n ly  b e  e f f o o to d  by
re d e i% tlo n #  To t h i s  end  th e  son o f  God s y m p a th e t ic a l ly
' ' "% ' i'enowo.&s th e  g lo r y  o f  H is  H saveiily  "atalbe:#"*^' B ut n o t
Sven t h i a  i s  y e t  th e  *hess?t'* o f  th e
i Forsyth, sw. p-229
a Ibia#, P» 223 . • ■
3 Ibid# # p# 313* Mackintosh Agrees lii a, negative way -"For. in  ab far as He reWlhed rich -r' in the samosehse. o f  'richdq '«r- uhd 'g#ve Up hdthin^ to be near us#otu?'#C,d:.#''o # # n q  iWlpcr to bè#' buf .load Would be -stlll;:'dnsatlsfled.- ' # a t  We require is  th e  ncVer#fâili#^Àÿi^athy which tsMfc-shape in action.,^ Go,4&%, n. 467,
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F o r s y th  g o es  book one f a r t h e r  s te p  and .d é c la ré s  t h a t  
"He [ th e  OoiQ d o es I t  f o r  0-ocl* a sake t o r e  th a n  f o r  
man*8# f o r  lo v e  o f  th e  Holy t o r e  even th a n  o f  th e  s i n n e r , 
to  g l o r i f y  th e  H oly th ro u g h  th e  s in n e r#  and to  h a llo w  
H is. j n  t h i s  w ay 'ah  e t h i c a l  and  s p i r i t u a l
u n i ty  i a  m a in ta in e d  b y  God and H is  c r é a t io n #  f o r  C h r i s t  
th e  "a ll^ h o ly .p 6 e r* » iV c lo e ,s  i t  by  th e  h o ly  way, b y  a 
m o ra l a c t  o f  l o v e ,  and n o t by a t o u r  de f o r é e *" ^ Clod*s 
lo v e  f o r  man r e t u r n s  to  Him i n  f u l l »
The question of whathor or not the. incarnation is  
possible does not cause F o rs y th  the l e a s t  difficulty;
" I f  th e  C re a to r  o o u ld  n o t  have become Immaneht i n  
c r e a t i o n  H is  I n f i n i t y  w ould have b e e n  o u r t a i l e d  by  a l l  
th e  pow ers and d im e n s io n s  o f  Èpàce» And i f  Immanence 
CQUid not p a s s  by  a new act into i n c a r n a t io n  then God 
w ould have b ee n  l o s t  i n  h i s  w o rld , and  th e  w o rld  l o s t  
to  G od ,"^  The em phasis  f o r  F o r s y th  f a l l s  upon th e  
w ords "new a c t " ,  i , e è  th e r e  i s  no p re c e d e n t  o r  p a t t e r n  
w hich  God m ust fo l lo w ;  i t  w ould b e  s h e e r  s o p h is t r y  to
1 Forsyth# The .p c rW n \# id .:p l# .e  o f  Jesus  OM?is t * p# 313 
8 Ib id #
3 ’w. I'd:.:, p'. j
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mark th e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  o f  SUoh a new a c t  m ust
have o c c u r re d  i f  0 h r is t* B  unigUeiiieas l a  to  be  p r e s e r v e d .
. !
" » , » i t  i s  by  a new c r e a t i v e  a c t  -  n o t by  p ro lo n g in g  th e
o ld  p ro c e s s ;  n o t by  a o u lm in a tio n  i n  O h r ls t  o f  th e  s o u l
o f  th e  w orld#  n o t a s  th e  summit o f  God* s  i d e n t i t y  w ith  th e
w o rld ; b u t  by  a un ique#  crow ning# and m ora l a c t  o f  s e l f -
I d e n t i f i c a t i o n .  Im aanènce can n o t e x p la in  in c a rn a t io n #
w hich  i s  a new d e p a r tu re  o f  more m o ra l n a tu r e .  . The
I n c a r n a t io n  i s  n o t God* s  i d e n t i t y  w ith  th e  w o rld  p ro lo n g ed #
b u t  a new s e l f - i d e n t i f i c a t i o n #  w hich i s  y e t  o ld e r  th a n  th e  
ow o r ld ."  Here# ag a in #  F o r s y th  p u t s  em p h asis  upon th e  
m o ra l n a tu r e  o f  th e  in c a rn a tio n » '^  I t  i s  a im r a l  a c t  
w hich a c c o u n ts  f o r  th e  u n iq u e n e ss  o f  G h r i s t * s  p e r s o n . 
" . . .G o d  i s  God n o t p h y s i c a l ly  b u t  m o ra lly #  n o t by  pow er b u t  
by lo v e . . .T h e  n a tu re  o f  th e  Godhead i s  H oly lo v e .  I t  can  
do# n o t e v e ry th in g  c o n c e iv a b le  to  f r e a k i s h  fancy#  b u t . . .
1 " I f  th e  i n f i n i t e  God was so c o n s t i t u t e d  t h a t  he c o u ldn o t l i v e  a ls o  a s  a f i n i t e  m ^n  th e n  he was n o t i n f i n i t e .  There was a l i m i t a t i o n  to  t h a t  e x te n t  on H is  power*8 i n f i n i t y #  and  one which he H im se lf  did hot impose. But i f  He d id  l i v e  b s  f i n i t e  Im n# th e n  so f a r  was i t  from  b e in g  a l i m i t a t i o n  o f  H is  freedom  (e x c e p t  ex te3?naliy  and  fo rm a lly )  t h a t  i t  was th e  g r e a t e s t  ë X a ro is è  o f  i t .  I t  was the g r e a t e s t  a c t  o f  rnqfal f re e d o m  e v e r  done.;" F o rsy th #  The Person and P la c e  o f  J e s u s  C h r i s t ,  p .  315 . ' ' ' '
2 Ib id # #  p .  316 .
3 Above# p .  169.
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e v e ry th in g  t h a t  I s  p r e s c r ib e d  by  H oly Love»"'* F o rs y th  
o o n s ld e r s  th e  I n c a r n a t io n  a s  "an  e x o r c is e  o f  s a n c t i ty #  
and n o t an e x e r t io n  o f  s t r e n g t h . " ^  By p u t t i n g  th e  
In c a r n a t io n  i n t o  such  a p e r s p e c t iv e  # he en d e av o u rs  to  
escap e  th e  m e ta p h y s ic a l c o n t r a d ic t i o n s  w hich  mark th e  
t h e o r i e s  o f  F o r r e s t  and  F a i r b a i r n ,^  C h r is t#  s t a t e s  
F o rsy th #  " l i m i t s  H im self i n  th e  freedom  o f  h o l in e s s  f o r  
th e  p u rp o s e s  o f  H is  own and o f  i n f i n i t e  l o v e ," ^
As m igh t be e x p e c te d , su ch  a c r e a t i v e ,  m ora l a c t  
o f  God m ust b e ,  by  th e  v a ry  n a tu r e  o f  th e  o c c a s io n ,  to  
some e x te n t  in e x p l ic a b le *  " I f  we a #  how E te r n a l  Godhead 
c o u ld  make th e  a c tu a l  c o n d i t io n  o f  hwmn n a tu r e  H is  own# 
we m ust a n s w e r * . . . t h a t  we do n o t k n o w , "5  Cannot
fo rm  any s c i e n t i f i c  c o n c e p tio n  o f  th e  p r e c i s e  p r o c e s s  
by  w hich a co m p le te  and e t e r n a l  b e in g  c o u ld  e n t e r  on a 
p ro c e s s  o f  becom ing , how Godhead c o u ld  a c c e p t  grow th# 
how a d iv in e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  c o u ld  re d u c e  i t s  own
1 F o rsy th #  The p e r s o n  and  P la c e  o f  J e s u s  O h r is t  , p ,  313
2 I b i d .
3 F o r r e s t#  (p .  74 # F a i r b a i r n #  pp. 3 0 -3 1 .
4  F o rsy th #  Op. G it*#  p .  31I#
5 F o rsy th #  Op, C i t .#  p .
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co n sc lô ü sn éaB  by  v o l i t i o n *  **♦ Even I f  wo .adm it 
X ^ sfc h b lo g ià a lly  that certain attributes ooulci be l a i d  
a s id e  ^  th e  l e s s  e t h i c a l  a t t r i b u t e s  l i k e  pmniscience# 
o to ip o te n c e #  or u b iq u i ty  -  c o u ld  B e lfe o o n so io u sn a s s  be 
th u s  im p a ire d , and a lo v e  s t i l l  ro raa in  w hich was f u l l y  
d iv in e ?  And how can  an  i n f i n i t e ,  consciousness be th o u g h t 
o f  as re d u c in g  i t s e l f  to a f i n i t e ?  God* s  infinite 
o o n sc io u sn e sd  m igh t indeed determine i t s e l f  aC a s  to  
p e rv a d e # s u s ta in #  and b in d  a V a r ie ty  o f  f i n i t e  d e t a i l  
w ith o u t lo s in g ,  c o n sc io u sn e ss#  A n  immanent Ck)d# w  b e l ie v e #  
does so i n  c r e a t io n *  B ut i f  He parted with H ie se lff#  
c o n s c io u s n e s s  a s  i n f i n i t e  would I t  not come a s  n e a r  to  , 
s u ic id e  a s  i n f i n i t e  co a ld ? "^  But# the f a c t  o f  the 
I n c a r n a t io n  s t i l l  c o n f r o n ts  Forsyth# and th o u g h  ho d e c l in e s  
to e x p la in  how i t  o c c u rre d #  he does g iv e  $ c lu e  to  his 
e x p la n a t io n  o f  w h a t, h a s  occurred, "God has done th in g s  
f o r  H is  own w hich i t  has n o t  e n te r e d  into th e  heart o f  
imn to  conceive » ^  It is  th e  liiira o le  b e h in d  a l l  m i r a c le .
1 F o rsy th #  The P e rso n  and  P la c e  of Jesus Q h r i s t ,  pp. : 294-295,
2 M acjcin tosh i. " I t .  i s  vain to , speak as i f  th e  view^polnt
o f  D e i ty  w ere o u r  own# o r  to  ig n o re  th e  p e r ip h e r a l  c h a f a c t e r  o f  o u r , ju d g em en ts ; and  any c o n s t r u c t io n  o f  Q h ris t^ B  p e r s o n  i n  w hich th e  m odern ivdncl i s  to  
f e e l .  ÜM i n t e r e s t  m ust s t a r t  from#, and p ro c e e d  th rough#  th e  known f a c t s  o f  H ie  human l i f e ,The Person of J e s u s  O iirls t#  p p . 4684,469*
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A ll d e t a i l e d  m lra o le  was b u t  i t s  e x p re s s io n *  I t  I s  th e  
m r a c l e  o f  g race*  AM i t  can  be r e a l i s e d  ( l i t t l e  a s  i t  
c a n  be c o n c e iv e d )  o n ly  by th e  f a i t h  t h a t  g ra c e  c re a te s :#  
t h a t  an sw ers g ra ce#  an d  w orks by  love#  ###Lova a lo n e  h as  
any k ey  to  th o s e  r e n u n c ia t io n s  w hich do n o t  mean th e  s u ic id e  
b u t  th e  f in d in g  o f  th e  soul#"'^
The redeeming C h r is t  o f  f a i t h  authenticates# and 
becom es one w ith#  th e  J é s u s  o f  H is to r y ,  The C h r i s t i a n  i s  
confronted# w ith in  th e  f a i t h #  W ith th e  ro y s te r ib u s  f a c t  o f  
th e  God'^man, Knowledge o f  Him i s  experiential aM n o t  
s c i e h t i f i c #  a m a tte r  o f  r e l i g i o u s  f a i t h  and n o t  m o ta p h y s io , . 
T h is  ap p ro ach  o b v io u s ly  g o v e rn s  Forsyth* a d e s c r ip t i o n  of 
the K^dxrts; i t  i s  not so much a d e s c r ip t i o n  o f  th e  
a c t  o f  exinanition a s  a description of a new mode o f  b e in g *  
F o r ^ t h  f e e l s  t h a t  " th e r e  i s  som eth ing  presuinptuous i n  
c e r t a i n  k e n o t io  e f f o r t s  to  body f o r t h  j u s t  What the gon m ust 
have gone th ro u g h  i n  such an e x p e r ie n c e * " ^  "L o t u s  c e a s e  
sp e a k in g  o f  a n a tu r e  a s  i f  i t  w ere an e n t i t y ;  o f  two 
n a tu r e s  a s  two in d e p e n d e n t e n t i t i e s ;  and lot u s  think and 
speak  o f  two modes o f  being# like q u a n t i t a t i v e  and 
q u a l i t a t i v e #  of physical and m oral#  Instead o f  sp e a k in g  o f  
c e r t a i n  a t t r i b u t e s  à e  ren o u n ced  may we n o t speak of a new 
mode o f  t h e i r  b e in g ?  The Son# by an a c t  o f  love* s 
om nipotence#  s e t  a s id e  th e  s t y l e  o f  a God# and to o k  th e  style
1 Popsyth, The Person and. Place of jbsüs Christ « 320,
2. Ibid.
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o f  a s e rv a n t  , th e  m e n ta l m a n n e r 'o f  a man, tnjCi th e  mode 
o f  m ora l a c t io n  t h a t  iimrks human natu re* ; .T ake th e  
a t t r i b u t e  o f  o m n lso ie n o e , f o r  in a ta n c ç »  In  i t s  e t e r n a l  
fo rm , I t  i s  an i n t u i t i v e  a n û  s im u lta n e o u s  Icnowledge o f  a l l  
t h in g s ;  b u t  when th e  E te r n a l  e n te r s  time, i t  becom es a d is e u r#  
js i.v a  and BUcçeBsive know ledge , w ith  th e  power to  know a l l  
t h in g s  o n ly  p o t e n t i a l #  end e n la r g in g  to  become a c tu a l  
under th e  m o ra l c o n d i t io n s  t h a t  govern ,buinan  g row th  and th e  
e x te n s io n  q f  human knowledge#^ H are we have n o t so much 
th e  r e n u n c ih t io n  o f  a t t r i b u t e s #  n o r  t h e i r  c o h so io u s  
p o s s e s s io n  ,and c o n c e a lm e n t, a s  th e  r e t r a c t i o n  o f  t h e i r  mode 
o f  b e in g  from  a c tu a l  to  p o ten tia l# "*  The s t r e s s  f a l l s  on 
th e  mode o f  e x is te n c e  o f  th e q e  q u a l i t i e s ,  and n o t  on t h e i r  
p re s e n c e  o r  a b s e n c e ," ^  T h is  r e d u c t io n  from  a c tu a l  t o  
p o t e n t i a l  i s  an im p o r ta n t  p o in t  i n  F o rsy th *  s  th in ic in g , and 
one o f  th e  a s p e c ts  w hich  make, th i s ;  th e o ry  a p o s i t i v e  
c o n t r ib u t io n  to  * k en p tic*  t.hinlcing# The a t t r i b u t e s  o f  
God# when re d u c e d , a r e  n o t - d e s t ro y e d  b u t  a%^ e c o n c e n tra te d #
"The s e lf - f re d u c  t i o n  # o r  se I f  *4rè t r  ac t i o n  o f  God m igh t b e  a
1 M ack in tpsh  s t a t e s ;  **lt i s  p o s s ib le  to  c o n c e iv e  th eSon# v/ho haS: e n te r e d  a t  lo v e  * s  b e h e s t  on th e  re g io n  of K$ not poseesailngq u a l i t i e s  o f  God^head i n  th e  fo rm  o f  c b n c e Jp F a te a  p o t e n c y t h a b / O f  f u l i i  s b t u a l i t y ,  r a t h é r  th a n  *" The Pers o n  o f  J e s u s  O h r i s t ,
2 F o rsy th #  The Pe rs o n  and  P la c e  o f . J e s u s  C h r i s t .
p p . 307^-3507 '
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b e t t e r  p h ra e e  th a n  th e  BQlf^^amptying#"^ F o r s y th  
w an ts  to  e sc a p e  th e  e r r o r  o f  a d v o c a tin g  so ‘co m p le te  a 
m etam orphosis  t h a t  a mere man r é s u l t é  from  o r /^  .
"Ho c r e a tu r e  c o u ld  become T h e re fo re ,  "The d iv in e
q u a l i t i e s  w ere k e p t # b u t  o n ly  i n  th e  im de t h a t  s a lv a t io n  
made n èo e ssa ry »  J e s u s  d id  n o t know e v e ry t l i in g  a c t u a l l y ,  
e % i r i c a l l y ,  b u t  o n ly  w hat was n e e d fu l  f o r  t h a t  w ork.
B ut a s  t h a t  i s  th e  c e n t r a l  f i n a l  work i n  human n a tu re #  
th e  know ledge r e q u i r e d  f o r  i t  c o n ta in s  th e  p ro m ise  and  
p o te n c y  o f  a l l  know ledge # And a s  to  th e  e x e r c is e  o f  
power# he d id  What God a lo n e  c o u ld  do i n  f o r g iv in g  human 
Bin# a s a lv a t io n  w hich i s  th é  n u c le u s  and  germ  o f  a l l  
w o rthy  pow er b e s id e .  H is know ledge , h i s  pow er, h i s  
p re s e n c e  w ere a l l 'a d j u s t e d  to  h ie  v o c a tio n *  H is  v o c a tio n  
was n o t  to  a p p ly  o r  e x h ib i t  o m n ip o ten ce , b u t  to  e f f e c t  
th e  w i l l  o f  i n f i n i t e  l o v e ,  and m a s te r  a l l  t h a t  s e t  i t s e l f  
a g a in s t  t h a t .  And t h a t  d iv in e  v o c a t io n  was o n ly  
p o s s ib le  to  one who had a d iv in e  p o s i t i o n ,  The world* s 
Redeemer m ust b e  th e  son  o f  God*"5 B ut eVen h e re
F o rsy th *  s d i s t i n c t i o n  d o es  n o t end* When he sp ea k s  o f  
th e  a t t r i b u t e s  o f  God a s  " d iv in e  q u a l i t i e s " ^  w hich in  
d h r i a t  d i s p la y  a new modC, he i s  i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  an
Hill . m  mi i  ,.J#  i n» mmà wm p *
f  F o r s y th ,  The p e r s o n  and P la c e  o f  J e s u s  G h r i s t , p*
2 I b id . : ,  p,. 29.k
3  I b i d . , p .  320
4 Above, ( .
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a t t r i b u t e ,  per se., l a  som eth ing  v/hiob c a n n o t be d iv e s te d  ' 
b u t  " i s  only th e  B eing  [ o f  G o ^  h im s e lf . i n  a certain 
a n g le  and  re la tio n '* # *  ,# Thus o tm iisc ienoe  and  th e  r e s t  
a r e  n o t  so much a t t r i b u t e s  as f u n c t io n s  o f  a t t r i b u t e s #  
or t h e i r  modificétions# Om nipotence m eans n o t  that God
sh o u ld  be  a b le  to do a n y th in g  and. everything t h a t  fa n c y  
may s u g g e s t ;  b u t  t h a t ,  i n  w orking  h i s  w i l l  o f  love,.,
God i s #  from  h i s  own f r e e  resource.#  e q u a l  to  a l l  i t  , 
in v o lv e s  I and i s  r e a l l y  determined by n o th in g  o u t s id e  
h im se lf# ^  Omnipresence;# a s  absolute indepondenoe o f  
s p a c e , m eans that God is  n o t  hampered by spaca.# b u t  can  
e n t e r  s p a t i a l  r e l a t i o n s  w ith o u t b e in g  t i e d  b y  them#, can  
exist i n  l i m i t s  without b e in g  u n f re e  o r  c e a s in g  to  be 
God*. i t  i s  w i th  th e  d iV ine o rm is c ie n c e #
O im isc ieh ce  i s  o n ly  a d e t a i l e d  a s p e c t  o f  God* s absoluteness  
i n c i d e n t a l  to  th e  e x is te n c e  o f  a c r e a t io n # " ^
S in c e  th e  i s  con s i #  r a d  a "moral" a c t#
q u a i i i a t i v e  r a t h e r  than q u a n t i t a t i v e  i n  character, i t  
in v o lv e s  more th a n  the expression of the fact of 
p o te n t i a l i s i i u  As a m o ra l a c t#  i t  in v o lv e s  r e l a t i o n s h i p
« â w  » » , i  n >K ». W  W>»
t  T h is  sh o u ld  h o t  - b e  c o n fu se d  w ith  Gore* s  " sp h e re "  oh " p e r io d "  o f  # d \ s  e x is te n c e »  Tho% h th e  two id e a s  a r e  o u p e r f i o i a l l y - - s im i la r , th e r e  i s  no id e a  o f  " p o t e n t i a l "  i n  ^ r e * s  th eo ry *
2 M ac k in to sh , The p e r s o n  o f  J e s u s  O t e i s t * p# 473* '
3 F o r s y th f  The p e rso n : and  P la c e  o f  J e s u s  Q h r i s t #
pp., 3 0 9 -M o : ' ^
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and t h i s  iB  a. second  way in  w hich F o r s y th  v iew s 
" O h r is t* s  a e I f ^ l i m i t a t i o n  i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  by F o rs y th  in 
te rm s  o f  o b ed ien ce»  . I t  ia to  be oo%rehended only in 
moral terms. i t  was the o b ed ien ce  o f  Ghriat t o  H is  
Father* a will which chaphoterised th e  i te n o s is :  this
applies# n o t o n ly  to H ia human l i f b # b u t  a ls o  to  H is  
pre-^exi s te n t - C h o ic e .  - H is  whble life  was one o f  
o b e d ie n c e  to  th e  Father, and t h a t  - f u l f i lm e n t  o f  God* a 
will stems from freedom  rather th a n  command# The 
k e n o a is  r e f e r s  i n  a v a ry  r e a l  sen se  t o  ,God# y e t  th e  
distinction between Father and Son must not be, 
impex’i l l o d ;  i t  was th e  Son who ch o se  to obey the Father 
not b e c a u se  He had to, b u t  b ec au se  o f  H is  h o ly  lovo»"^ 
"Oo.d s e n t  h i s  s o n , he d id  n o t emit him , he d id  n o t  
th in k  him# The h ea v en ly  a id e  o f  s a lv a t io n  was n o t ‘ 
i d e a l  s im p ly  b u t  h i s t o r i c , though i t  w aa-preM uidanes 
h i s t o r y .  It was an eternal and im d u ta b lo  t r a n s a c t i o n .  
Things were done there# God sent; the son camev"^  
"U n lik e  us, he ch o se  the o b l iv io n  o f  b i r t h  and the 
humiliation of l i f e .  He consented n o t  only to die but
f
1 Bradley, pp, gOl^ g^Og#
2 Forsyth, The person,«and':Place of Jesus Qhrist. p. 272.
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to  be born#"'* The two q u o ta t io n s  Inm G d la tq ly  above -  , 
"God sont#»»" and "the Son Chose.##"  ^ would seem 
co n tra c lio ta x ’y ,  b u t , . t h e i r  op*4QXigtenoe aa  f o o t  i a  made 
possible by, Forsyth* a dooti'ine of the T#Hity (Again 
i t  i a  p o a a ib le  to  aoa . th e  oomplezG u n i ty  o f  Forsyth* a 
ay atom,, for this present point depepda upon end supports 
h ia  doctrine o f  the,Immutability of God)*'" He i s  
c a r e f u l  t o  a v o id  either, the. ch a rg e  of p o ly th e im a  or 
M odaliam»^ **The d iv in e  en e rg y  was c a .n c a ii tra te d  f o r  
th e  e p e c ia l  work to  be done# The fu ln e a s .  o.f the Bon* s 
Godhead was a t ill  the eaaence of Ohriat# That Godhead
-jl.rt nil*  ii
1 The ■ P e rso n  and F la c e  o f  j[eaua G hri a t  »-' p# 271*'M àokihtoah#V'in t h i s  i n s t a n c e ,  l a  a b i t  more 
oautjLoua th a n ,F o r a y th  th e rh  i a ,  # g r e a t" r d l ig io u o  p e r i l  o f  ao s e p a r a t in g  th e  F a th e r  from  th e  Bon i n  a co:#%ic: r é f é r e n c é  a s  to  endanger- th e  mpnot h o i S t ic  v iew  of th e  T r i n i t y  and  n e g a t iv e  th e  i n a e n a r a h i i l a . t r i n i t a t i a .o n é r a t i o ; so mem ofably 0 j i % h a b y  ./(hgUGtine# " i f  fh S ' te rm  ^person* i n  - T r i n i t a r i a h  d o c t r in e  -i.a\/rm ro th a n  f a s p e p t* , i t  i s  , c e r t a i n l y  l e a s  th a n  * ih d ly id u a l^  # A f te r  a l l ,  i t  
■ i s  a fü h d çm o n ta l t r u t h  t h a t  th e  w o rld  i s  u p h e ld  b y  God, n o t  b y  a. c o n s t i t u e n t  o r  p a r t  o f  God#These- a r e  ' s p h e re s  i n  whloh d iv i s io n ' o f  la b o u r  i s  unmeaning# we m ust sim p ly  c o n f e s s  t h a t  we know n p th in g  b f  an  e x is te n c e  o f  th e  Logos a p a r t  from  b u t  syriohronous w ith  H is  r e a l i t y  i n  J e s u s ,  and t h a t  s ta te m e h ts  o f  a . d p ^ a t i c  c h a r a c t e r  oh th e  s u b je c t  have no a p p re h e n s ib le  r e a l i t y  f o r  o u r  itin d s* "  The P erson , cf) J  ebus. Q h r is t  # p .  485#
2 Above, p# 167. \  ^
3 When F o rs y th  sp ea k s  o f  v iew in g  th e  in c a r n a t io n  a sa n o th e r  tmodb o f  be ing*  (ab o v e , p»]74), he i s  n o t a s s e r t i n g  th e  h i s t o r i c  m o d a lis t  p o s i t i o n ,  i .o #t h a t  O h r is t  was th e  ; s o le  g e l f - e x p r e s s io n  o f  God d u r in g  th e  ih c a r n a t io n  phase#
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l o s t  n o th in g  i n  th é  sa v in g  a c t#  i t  to o k  th e  v/hole 
pow er o f  Godhead t o  sa v e ; i t  # s  Hot th e  gOn* s  work 
a lb h e ;  f a r  10an tW^n was i t  t h e ‘work o f  any im p s ir e d  
âôhf"*^ F o r u n i ty  I th e  CTpdheèci i s  e s sO n tia l^ . b u t  
t h i s  does n o t mean th e  Godhead i n  th e  f u ln e s s  o f  i t s  
power# "As God, th e  àôn i n  h i s  freedom  Would have 
a k e n o tio  pow er o v e r  H im se lf  o o rrè à p p n a in g  to  t h e  
i n f i n i t e  pow er o f  s e l f  M e t  e m iin a t ib n  w hich b e lo n g s  to  
d e ity »  ##*5he i n f i n i t e  m o b i l i ty  o f  th e  o b a n g e le sS  
God i n  becom ing human g row th  Only assm nas a s p e c ia l  
p h ase ' o f  i t s e l f * " ^  T h is  i s #  i n  faO t#  t h o  p r in o ip le s  
o p e ra  T r i n i t a t l s  ad  e x t r a  su n t i n d i v i s a  e x p re s s e d  i n  
p r a c t ic e #  " Q h r is t* #  em ptying  o f  H i% #elf i s # .*  one ' 
o r  th e  pow ers o f  H is  GOdhcad# and n o t a  c ién ià i o f  i t »
He c o u ld  h o t have emptied H im self b u t  f o r  H is  Godhead*"^ 
' F o r s y th  c o m p le te s  h i s  d e s c r ip t i o n  o f  th e  '
by adding to  th e  description o f  f a c t  and  to  th e  
d e s c r ip t io n  o f  d iv in e ? r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  th e  d e s c r ip t i o n  o f
1 ' F o rS v th#  The p a r s o n u ln d i l l a c e  ...of■. J e s u s  C h r is t  # p# 319•
2 Forsyth; Tha parson and #lac e - b f . .-Je bus=G h r  i  s t # n# 3 0 0 ,
.Hebraic-.sensé-bf' .51 vine bhÿngélbssnésS/'^;:,#^ to  th eH e lle n ic  th e  c h a n g e lc s s h e s S  --of{DiVine" h p lin e s s #  the- S t a b i l i t y  and U tte r  S te a d fa s th e S s  o f  Ooci^S r ig h te o u s #  sa y in g  p u rp d se# "  On. G i t ,  * p» 195.
3 Forsyth, The .Taste'- -of .-Death,' p. 96#
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human r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  C h r is t* s  p ln o o  i n  m an 's  
roclem ption# As I n  th e  o th e r  two d e s o r ip t io n e ;  lo v e  l a  
th e  b e g in n in g  p o in t :  God* a lo v e  " i a  an a lm ig h ty  lo v e  i n
th e .  qenae t h a t  i t  l a  c a p a b le  o f  l i m i t i n g  i t e e l f  ,  end , 
w h ile  an  end# becQinlng a ls o  n  meona# to  an  e x te n t  o d eg u a te  
to  a l l  , l o v e a  i n f i n i t e  éndâ# T h is  a o lfM e n o n n e in g , 
e e l f ^ 'r e t r e o t in g  n o t o f  th e  8on*^a w il l# ' t h i a  r e d u c t io n  o f  
H im se lf from  th e  suprem e end t o  b e  th e  aup%'eme meona f o r  
th e  sG u l, , i a  no n e g a t io n  o f  h ia  n a tu r e ;  i t  i a  th e  
o p p o s ite #  i t .  1% t h e  l o s t  o e a e r t io n  o f  I i ie  n a tu r e  aa  
love#**^ T h is ’ b%;inga one# b y  seco n d  ,route^_ t o  th e  
i n i t i a l  p o i n t ,  " th e  in c a r n a te  i a  iim A ediately  known tO' ua 
o n ly  ea  th e  BhViour".;'^ He vjho i a  th e  Meenâ I d e n t i f i e a
H im aelf ea. th e  Eiid# aenae o f  f i n a l i t y  we ^
m ust re o q g n ia e ;  w hich i a  h ia  f a i t h , .  howeve]^% im plioit^ . 
i n  h ia  own Godhead,' we m ust aoknov/ledge h ia  aenae  o f  
h ia  own f i n a l i t y  i n  th e  l a s t  w r e l  i s s u e  o f  th e  w o r ld , 
th e  suprem e human i a a u e ,  th e  ia a u e  betw een  God and loen, 
l i f e  and  d ea th*  He knew he vma d e c ia lv e  I n  t h a t  l a a u e .  ;
And who c p u id  be  f i n a l  o r  d e c ia iv e  t h e r e  b u t  God? j
i
1»^ .[»*  IP  » I I *  I I»  W « t .  il ^  r» ))  w  y «  l‘i A m  II. , I
' ' 1 
1 F o r s y th # The .F e ra o h '"and,.F la c e . .o f , Jh h u a  c h r i s t »pp»- 313- 3% 'T  ' M h o k ih to ah -%  ' '/"H o v r 'it i a  n o t a t  a l l  eXcqW i.ve to  bay t h a t  ■ what Q h r ié t  r e v a a le  i n  •God i à  r a t h e r  th e  i n f i n i t e  i m b i l i t y  o f  a b s o lu te  g ra c e  
b e n t  on  the; r e d ç % t io n  o f  th e  l o a t ,  th e  w l l l in g n  ito  dp and  b e a r  w h a te v e r i o  o o m p a tib le  % t h  à m prh l n a tu re #  ' What i s  im m ta b iè . i n  i s  th e  h o ly  lo v e  jw hich make a H is  e ssen ce* "  The p e r s o n  o f  J e s u s  O h r is t  ip i  473* - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - -d # , p *  353* J
- -J
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f i n a l  r e v e l a t i o n  c o u ld  o n ly  bo Ood ro v o a lln g  
I l lm s e lf ,  I n  th e  s o n s é  o f  God b es to w in g  R lm s è lf , and  . 
H im se lf  com ing to  men to  r e s t o r e  communion*"^ As ' Means
and End He "com biiied i n  Hi e p e rso n  two * v e r t i c a l  * - ? 
movements* t h a t  o f  M d  to w ard e  m ân-end o f  men to w ard s  
GOd*"^ When th é  pôi*8on o f  Qod i e  v iew ed  tb ro u g h  th e  
e y q s  o f  f a i t h ,  He i s  see n  a s  J e e u e  O h r i s t ,  th e  man v / l th in  
whom th e  Godhead i s  r e a l  b u t  p o t e n t i a l ,  th e  son  who ch o se  
to  bh b e n t by  (3od th e  le a th e r , and God who H im se lf becam e 
th e  suprem e M oans’ to  th e  s a lv a t io n  fo u n d  o n ly  i n  H im se lf ; 
th e s e  a s p e c ts  o q i ^ r i s e  th e  d iv in e  K ^ v w a t ^  tm d  a r e  s e l f -  /  
a u th e n t i c a t e d 'b y  Him i n  th e  i n d i v i d u a l 's  e x p e r ie n o e  o f  
re d e m p tio n .
/Do th e s e  d e s c r i p t i o n s  o f  k^ervd^Jo'/s e x c lu d e  a r e a l  
d o c t r in e  o f  Q h ris t*  s  tohhood?  Y/culd n q t th e  know ledge 
o f  H is  own p o s i t i o n  p r e c lu d e  any a c tu a l  e x p é r ie n c e  a s  
laan? F o r s y th  b e l i e v e s  n o tv  " C h r i s t  a t  th e  w orld* S'
$ » » « « *  *» . h »
1 F o rsy th #  The p e rso n  and  p la c e  o f  J e s u s  C h r i s t # pp* 9 2 -9 3  W.'Li W alker » '^ i e ~ W s p ( ^  p  I 69
s th tb S :  "The i i f e ^ lb f  e v e r  th e  same l i f eo f  s e l f  M e n ia l  and  s e l f - s a c r i f i c e , ,  b e c a u se  i t  i s  th e  i 'i  f  e ' o  f  - - p e r  f  ec  t  ''Lbve * " ' " - H is  o v e rf lo w in gfu lh c S s  He i s  o p h s th n t iy  g iv in g  o f  H im se lf in  o r e h t io n  i n  o r d e r  to  f i n d  , t h o s e  whom He bad'’r a i s e d  to  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  th e  D iv in e  & i'# $  ■ T h is  i s  t h a t  e t e r n a l  k e n â g M  i n  w hich ' t h e  Bon* ' i s  f o r  e v e r  p a s s in g  o u t  ' o f  -'-'^ thW'- F a t h e r ' ahd  - a g a in  r e tu r n in g  to  th e  boaorii Of God#"
2 Bradlsy, p$ 199*
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c r i s i s  beopmc man- «■ n o t  a b r i l l i a n t  m an  w b u t  t r u e  man*
norm al "O hrist'* 's  i#nhoqd* # i,O onslsto  i n  th e
m o ra l r e a l i t y  o f  h ia  a x p a r ie n c o i  h i s  c o n f l i c t #  and  h i s
g ro w th . I t  m eans h i s  t r u o ' e t h i c a l  p o r .0 o n a li ty
grow ing  i n  an  a c tu a l-  h i s t o r i c  s i tu a t io h #  I t  m eans
t h a t  ha c o u n te d  i n  th e  p u b l ic  o f  h ia  age# and  r e a l l y
in h a b i te d  i t s ;  i n l l i e u . • i t  means t h a t  ha f i l l e d  o m igh ty
p la c e  i n  th e  s o c i a l  s i t u a t i o n  o f  h i s  l # d  and tim e#  and
t h a t  th e  im m edia te  r e f e r e n c e  o f  a l l  ha s a i4  and  d id  was
to  t h a t  s i t u a t io n #  however v a s t#  and eyan  i n f i n i t e ,
th e  t o t a l  h o r is o n  was#» th e  t o t a l  b e a r in g  o f  h i s  a c t io n
p r  Speech* A n d  above i t  a l l  i t  m eans t h a t  h i s  a c t i o n
p ro se  e t h i c a l l y  o u t  o f  w hat he was# t h a t  h ia . c a r r i a g e
e x p re s s e d  h i s  so u l#  t h a t  h ie  v o c a t io n  r e s t e d  pn  h i s
p p B itip h # * # »  H ie  i d e n t i t y  w ith  man l a y  i n  no m ere
c o n t i n u i ty  p f  su b s ta n c e #  n o r  pyan.. i n  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in
p e r s o n a l i ty #  b u t  i n  h i s  a 8 B m # tio n  o f  man*s c o n d i t io n s
O f p e r s o n a l i ty #  and  h ie  r 'e n u n c ia t ip n  o f  God* e ." ^
As c a n  be  seeii# the: t r a d i t i o n a l  p ro b lem  o f  O h r is t  *s
ig n o ra n c e  i s  n o t  a  g r e a t  o b s ta c le  f o r  F o rsy th *  He,
-asaW ^'e O h ris t*  a  11% t a t i p n  and d i  m # s s p s  th e  q u e s t io n
^  '  - y  ^ ' . y,. ' .
w ithP U t f u r t h e r  Comment -  "Wo C ould n o t have i n  th e
same p e r s o n  b o th  know ledge and ig n o ra n c e  o f  th é
1 li'orsyth* yhb person ana place og jesuei Christ, p. 310 ,i r n i r p r  i n - . i m r ' y  , r t - r  '. j i  i ia u ,u e . i ; i r  i n
2 I b i d . ,  p p .
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'same th in g *  he d id  h o t  know I t  he was a l to g e th e r '
ig n o r a n t  o f  i t* " '-  ' Two o th e r  p o in t s  i n  a o n n a a tlo h  w ith
O h r is t  htiioahity  occupy "tore o f  :h i0 ' i n t e r e s t ' ;  H is ' 
g ro w th  and H is  s in lc s s n c s s #  ' ' "we sh o u ld  ta k e  more . 
's e r io u s ly  th e  g row th  o f  Je su s*  ' We- a r e  a l l  a g re e d ' 
t h a t  J é s u s  'grew i n  hb'odience# l e a r n in g  i t  by  th é  
th in g s  t h a t  he s u ffe re d #  ' He was h o t  sim p ly  ah  e v e n t  
'in  h i s t o r y ;  hé had h im s e lf  a -h is to ry #  'w h ich  i s  th é  
m o ra l to r i 'o w  o f  a l l '  h i s to ry ^  H is  n a t u r a l  O onso iouaness 
g rew , and  th e  c o n te n t  Of i t  greW# â s  he grew  ffom  ' :
c h i l d  t o ' t o n i  and c à to  to  know th e  w orld# Hi's 
'S p i r i t u a l  C o n sc io u sn e ss , h i s  se n se  o f  s o n b h lp # 'a ls o  
grew# a s  he s e t t l e d  th e  c o n f l i c t s '  t h a t  b e s e t  him ab o u t 
h i s  È e s ç i S h s h i p i G row th, o f  c o u r s e ,  ino lU dC s 
* m ora l grow th* w h ic h 'i s ' im p o r ta n t  i n  F o r s y t h 's  
i n t  e r p r  e t  a t i o n  ; "The' h i s t o r y  Of O h r i s t 's  g row th ' i s  
th e n  a h i s to r y  o f  t o r a l  r e d i n t e g r a t i o n ,  th e  h i s to r y  o f  
h i s  r e c o v e ry ,  by  g ra d u a l  t o r a l  c o n q u e s t , o f  th e  mode
i  F o r s y th ,  T^é''.Peraon. a n d .# ,acC ;,o f ' J p s u e ,Q h r i s t # p*' g ig  I t  s h o u ld  be ' n o te d  ; h e re  ' t b #  ''#o r ayt4::'$ë ' w rlti in g  i n  ' r é é ^ t io n -  to  ythçv\! jé%Ué o f -i# sto rÿ* -- # c n d ' 'in- Q h fis to lo g y # ^ ’Cnd th e r e f o W  ho .io, U ssu i# n g  t h a t  many o f  they d e s e r t io n s  a b o u t O h r is t  * s  to n h o o d
e s t a b l i s h i n g  th e  é Ç à é n t ia l  d i v i n i t y - o f  O h r i s t ,  WbdÇh g iv e s  b # h  a s s e r t i o n s  t h e i r  V a l id i ty ' and  value*-;
2 I b id * ,  p* 121»
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o f  b e in g  from  w h ich # by  a trem endous m v à X  
he cam e. ‘ I t  i s  reo o n q u es t*  ..* y îîê  won by d u ty  w hat 
was h i s  own by  r i g h t . B u t  th e n  F o r s y th  adds à 
w a rn in g t"  * * . am id a l l  t h a t  we r e c o g n is e  i n  him o f  
human c o n d i t io n s  and  h i to n  grow th# even  h i s  g row th
1 F o r s y th  l a t e r  d e f in e s  t h i s ;  "And b ÿ /a  com pendious m ora l a c t  X mean a p r e v e n le h t ' ' t o t : 'i n ^  i n
p r i n c i p l e  b l i  th o s e  im r a l  s a o r if iC fs - 'a h d -  v i o t o r i a s  w hich w orked i t  o u t  i n  an  â c t u s 4 'b i s t o f i c  l i f e . "  Thè JB srso n  and p l a c é ô f  : j e  s u s - " O h rW t. p .: 508#
M ack in to sh  s t a t e s ;  " I t  w u l d  -saeri t h a t  th e  s e l f -  im p o s i t io n  o f  l i m i t s  b y  D iv in e  1 0 # ' m ust be  c o n c e iv e d  o f  a s  a  igbea t supfa*4tei% )oral'' a c t  by  w hich ,: i n  th e  a l M ^ i t i n e s s  o f  g fûçë# ' th e  Bon ch o se  to  p a s s  i n t o  human l i f e #  Ah i n f i h i t e l y  p re g n s n t  a c t ;  f o r  i n  t r u t h  i t  in v o lv e d  a l l  th é  C o n f l ic t#  r e n u n c ia t io n #  and  ach iev em en t p f  th e  l i f e  t o  w hich  i t  Was th e  p re lu d e » "  The P e rs o n  o f  J e SUS C h r i s t # 
p.:
ühg :Eeyson aad Blaoe . p,. 3 O8 ,' »i iW'B'^ 0^'WtÜ' \V88  giwith wMt he v/as» and not simply, tonwhat he nilght fc#" (jbidf p* 342*,"He beSams whet he wéa* arict not mei'aly what i t  was In him, possible to be,i" Ibid. p* 3 1 1 ,
Ma%l.ntoGh_ la  even mone 's^pll'éit*. " I t  m y  be saia •that Biieh' a obnceptien dï ‘pbtentiality* msans in■ ,;e|ï?ie.tness that the hmmh lesas beoWw. ood by slow de##'e,s; bnt the obgeetibn" cannot , ' thinlç', bemhde good. This is  no case of mere iiian rising at ISst to ijivine honpunsj thnonghont the person in view is  ohe.w4o:se life; i:S cbntinubus nith the l i f e  ,M; OOcl, in whom, as an Infinite foiiiitainr thene e%St#btenhally' all: that he Sue: is  to grow to* what ihriBt 'iS by pQ'tenëÿ* with a pbtsntiality based in ili'B: p#sbnal' imihh###,*' c^ sd, ia'hçthally for even. Moreover,' the Willed latency'to ■' vhiich the, properties of absolute qodhS'ad ore redhced in the l ife  of earthly -chSnaW aha'shadow i s 'destine,a- to. bs replaced, through moral thiu#Ph# by/the fuihess of l ife  dwelling in the: ejcaiteti lord*' ' 'prom beginning to end there is  ho .breach of personal continuity nor any ascent of bare manhood to a greatness i t  has neither right to hold nor poWer to wield*'!Mackintosh', ihc person of J e s u s  ChriSt* p. 479.
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i n  tEiç o o n é c lo u a n c #  o f  be ww# we Bhmll .be im s t
c a r e f u l . . #  n o te  t b o t  an y  g rp w #  #  b io  Benmc o f  GoUbeeU 
WM n o t th e  g ro w th  ojc a q g u iq i t io n  o f.
, yY/bat i c  o f  GoUhead does n o t  g%*0W4; I t  1$ 
f%*qm E t e r n i t y  to  Eternity^»:** Qrq%#b ibelonga o n ly  to  
cprporQ O l p e r s o n a l i t y ; ,  oncl i n  h iç  I n c a r n a t io n  th e  Son 
o f  God (Md n o t  boGome f o r  th e . f i r s t  tim e  p e r s o n a l  b u t  
o n ly  çoi% porèally  peraonal'j, perG O nal w # f  t #  l i m i t e d  
o o n d l t io n a  w hloh in v o lv e  g row th*"^  By t h l p  p o s i t i o n  
F o re y th  en d eev o u re  to  e f f l r m  th e  r e a l i t y  o f  G h r i e t i e  
human g ro w th  and y e t  to  .p reêefV e i n t e g r i t y  o f  H ie  
p o t e n t i a l  Godhead;»
1 '%3?'ayth->, P* ,353.
3 lb i '4 * ,  p* . 204» ,0hl8 p,0$11:#M i s .  ,att ..©âvcnee f-mra th epp8i.tib.h; ta k e n  in . P o b s y th ' s e a r l i e p  woyk,pp.*) ,â2ï'^.02â-s ,.WWpt aVQil Oodc.o..#d:'&eWtW'.% I t  I s
p v o d u c i t o i s  .■ b y . t b e .  ' : : S ô . u l * 8 . . i m % ' b I  ■ c o . O ; s S l t b t .  - . a i e n t * . A n d  tb e :  gb t.# t . t# w # b 8 'y b b t  o f  a a i # b t  '.d b a fb c tti ' 'm ust, b ' t \ a . l l 'o.f' 'b ,pieOe;',Wi't.h .th e  pi»oC'ts't..wbicb' f b i b t d  th e  c.ha'fac-tef*-*.* '* ' M  s'- ,o.piupJttt ■ s .a% at.ibb ')p 'f ■ tb t .  w o fia  from  t i b '  : Whs i f  f e e  tea ., by  t  be ' .b'oiaplbt tb@@t'. o f  lii# . own ' ' 
p o f.sp n a i co.n.guaàt o f  " # , )  '# -8:'0\#: /# b .to ;ry  o v e r  it,- i n  .Sn.; a c tf la l  p a b s ip n  / à f  aW p,tfisb t'f .and ,Hi.S- .own,„t,btir8 bàrm onÿ)>i4ïb tb S ' v v ill d f  Oba ' t  b-rbagh th e  a to p tn in g  h ïb .to .# . . o f '  G.tf'oef*7».:»,. " •■
"@be # p k  o f  ypaoiTiption #.0.@ t b t  . work- %#lob # a o  '0h .p ist ,i#@ 'th e  obn tinupbG ,'
Kjônf,I;:éÔii4i‘tionW  o f  - 0. - b%'#h oob ##onO  t.,, - a b a  o f  t h a t  ;b p te it; i i 'â ï ' t v o l u t i p n  W43l,pbi.:'belb'g';,.:':bf o f  fiptt’ s-
SvoMbV'*'**’*'
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The q u 6 B tlo irw h iô h  F o re y th  th e n  f a c e s  i s  . t h i s ;
w ould 1)01 such  a  co m p le te  k en O sis  and  s o I f M d e n t i f i c a t i o n
w ith  mOn in v o lv e , a 'p e rso n a l'.ex x ^e ri.o n o e  of. m a n 's  s in ?
F o r s y th  g iv e s  two r e a s o n s  why t i i i s  i n  n o t  so*? F i r s t #
O h r is t  p o tu i .t-  .non ■ neccana^» . ■ The. . d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een
p h y s ic a l  and im ra l  o im ip o témce updn w hich  t h i s  argum ent
: r e s t s  i s  -s im ila r  to  G o re 's  à rg W eh t» ^  c h r i s t  c o u ld
s in #  b u t  Ho " sitoly co.uld n o t* ? :? -- .fo r lie \# s% hu i#n ;
, . '  . ."What i s  t r u l y  huiBaii I s  n o t  Bin# b u t th e  pow er to  b e
tem p ted  t o ' S - i n B e c a u s e  Q h r is t  was t r u e  man he c o u ld
be  t r u l y  te m p te d ; b o o au se  he was t r u e  God he c o u ld  n o t
t r u l y  s i n ;  b u t  he was n o t  l e s s  t r u e  man f o r  th a t* " ^
T h is  a in le s s n e ,s s  i s - b a s e d  upon m p ra l freedom # a p e r f e c t
human re s p o n s e  to  God' s l o v e % "He c o u ld  be tem p ted
b e c a u se  he lo v e d ; he c o u ld  n o t s in  b e c a u se  ha lo v e d
so d eep ly#  w idely#, i n f i n i t e l y # ,  h o l i ly #  b e c a u se  i t  was
God he lo v e d  ^  God more th a n  man*"4 gsQond# F o r s y th
a rg u e s  f o r  an even  b a s ic  re a s o n  f o r  d h r i a t ' s
s in le s s n e s s »  "The p o t u i t  non neocafS  r e s t s ,  (b u t i n  no
f a t è d  o r  m e e h a n ic a l Way) on  th e  non p o t u i t  ; n e c c a r e »
.* »  WM # «  I" II,III Î  1 11 i . .  .  ,? • i ' ■ ' ■ ?
1 800 Gore# pp.* 1S2;~123*.
2 F o rsy th # . The F S b m n  and p la c e  o f  J é s û s  O h r i s t # p# 301#The p h ra s e  " sirAply could h o t"  • • dpnoteS; ifho w r a l  Imperative ih cbhtr# tq^  the totaphysical possibility o f  th e  f i r s t  "cou ld"»
3 Ib id # #  p* 302»
4 Ib id y #  p#
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The g round  o f  b i s  I n a b i l i t y  to  s i n  d id  n o t  l i a  i n  th e  
immunity#: and a lm o a t n q o c s a ity #  o f  o n a tu r e  o r  rank#  b u t  
i n -  th e  m oral, e n t a i l #  th e  m ora l r a v a rb ^ r a t iG n # ‘o f  b i s  
g r e a t#  i n i t i a l #  and  in ô la s iV a  a c t  a t d r n a l  in., tb o  
haavans* H ia  ro n u n o ia t iq n s  on e a r t h  had b a h in d  them  
a l l  the-,pow er o f  t h a t  o.otoenciious' r e n u n c ia t io n  by w hich  
he Came to  e a r t h ;  even  a s  h i s  e a r t h l y  a c t s  o f  
i n d iv id u a l  fo rg iv e n e s s #  b e fo re  he oame to  th e  m i iv e r s a l  
fo rg iv e n e s s ,  o f  c a lv a ry #  had b e h in d  them, t h a t  c r o s s  
w hich he to o k  up., when th e  L ato  w a s ,o l a î h  b e f o re  th e  
fo u n d a tio n  o f  th e  w o r l d # B u t  w het o f  H ie  own m o rs i 
c o n f l i c t  i f  He t r u l y  non  m t u i t  n e c c a r e ? ■ "Y #  t o ,  
h i s  own e x p e r ie n c e  th e  m o ra l c o n f l i c t  was e n t i r e l y  ■ 
r e a l#  b e c a u se  h i s  s e lf - e m p ty in g  in c lu d e d  an o b l iv io n  
of. t h a t  I m p p s s ib i l i t y  o f  s in *  A n  o p n s c io u s n e s s  
a ro s e  he waS: im v /i t t ln g ly  - p r o te c te d  from  th o s e  d e f l e c t i o n s  
in c id e n t  to  in e x p e r ie n c e  w hich w ould have d a # g e d  h i s  
t o r a l  judgem ent and developm ont when m a tu r i ty  qame#"^
_ I p *  A # # * * » #  # # -
1 F o rsy th #  The P e rso n  ..and .p ie c e  ..of.,Jesus-. Q h r is t  # p .  341#
M ack in to sh  concurs;; "B ut w h ile  H is  a s s u ra n c e  o f  vi.ctory:',can.:: n c y ç r \:have b een  m ech an ica l#  o r  su ch  a s  to  : d isp en se - Him f # $  'v ig ila n c e # , c r v c f f o r t #  o r  s e a so n s  p f  c tep ression#  i t  WUB none th e  l e s s  r e a l  and, c p # % n d .i% . 'Thérë' : i s  ' no: r ççcoh :'wjf^.^His c o n s c io u s n e s s  
o f  (,# ig u c  in t im a c y  -%#th..th0 F a t h # » ;  a n d  o f  th e  C ru c ia l; 'im p o .rtan o e  q f  H is  w t  haveIm p c rta d  tp ;'Je .suB , . i n , 'oaçh te m p ta tio n # , a  f i r m ly -  
ba'ged c o n f id e iic è  ,'6f y iè to r y #  t  no ugh iw knew n o t i n  ■ 
aÇY4nG.C''46w o r  hbw soon th e  f i n a l  t r iU to h  w ould be  VO Up h -s a  f  e d » f  ghC .PÇ rson o f  J e s u s  G h r i s t , .  p . 48 1 .
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The K63/ w o f  O h r is t  was t h a t  a c t  by  whloli th e  
Son o f  QogI becam e man# As man He grew  i n  wisdom and 
s t r e n g th  and r e g a in e d  th e  p o s i t i o n  He had bad o r ig in a l ly *  
"The dim inuendo o f  th e  KenoBio w ont on p a r a l l e l  w ith  
th e  cresO endo o f  a v a s t e r  P ie ro o iB * "  F o r s y th
p ro v id e s  h i s  own summary o f  th e  K en o tio  p o s i t i o n  in
. '  '  '  .  - ;  '  '  '  . '  'te rm s  o f  Q h r i s t 's  i n t e l l i g e n c e :  "By h i s  own w i l l  God
i n  O h r is t  re d u c e d  h i s  i n t e l l i g e n c e  from  b e in g  a c tu a l
to  b e in g  p o t e n t i a l #  w ith in  th é  kingdom  o f  power o r
n a tu r e ;  w h ile  from  t h a t  p o t e n t i a l i t y #  a s  O h r is t  grow
i n  g r a c o ,  i t  d ev e lo p e d  and r e g a in e d  a c tu a l  O m niscience
by  l i v i n g  i t  back# by  th e  m o ra l way o f  th e  kingdom  o f
G race I t i l l  he l e f t  th e  w o rld  beh in d #  to  be  d e te rm in e d
a s  th e  Gon o f  God i n  power*
p*T» F o r s y th ' a K e n o tic  Theory m akes s e v e r a l  new
and im p o r ta n t c o n t r ib u t io n s  to  K en o tic  O h ris to lo g y *
F i r s t #  he m a le s  an e n t i r e l y  new ap p ro ach  to  th e  w hole
p rob lem  o f  Q h r i s to lo g ic #1 th ln lc in g *  He does n o t  b e g in
s c i e n t i f i c a l l y # ,  a s  d id  th e  o th e r  K e n o t ic is t s #  u s in g
R eason a s  th e  s o le  .ground -and iM thodo logy  f o r  h i s  th e o ry ;
but, ra th e r"  he b e g in s  from  w i th in  th e  f a i t h  W ith th e
p e r s o n a l  eacperiench o f  redem ption*,, T here i s  no way in
'W hich .Reason*, n e r  s e » ■ can  re a c h  t h i s  p o in t  o f
d e p a r tu re #  y e t  i t  i s  th e  o n ly  p la c e  one can  s t a r t  i f
one I s  t r u l y  to  u n d e rs ta n d  th e  p e r s o n  o f  O h ris t*  To
1 F o rsy th #  The P e rso n  and P la c e  o f  J e s u s  O h r is t  # p*. 311*
2 I b id * ,  p*
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r è W  th ro u g h  th e  O ôspel ç f  a t»  g e t t i n g  in  one
p i c t u r e  th e 'w h o le  sweep o f  Q h r la t ' S' l i f e #  i e  o n e - th in g ;  
b u t  to  r e a d  th ro u g h  th é  Q pSpel o f  Bt*' Mark w ith  th e  
r i s e n  O h r ia t  o u t  hen 116 à t i n g  H im Boif a s  th e  J é s u s  o f  
h i s to r y  i s  q u i t e  a n o th e r  oxperiéneo#^  = F o r s y th  s t a r t s :  
from  th e  l a t t e r  p o s i t i o b  w hich i a  more, th a n  j u s t  a 
S t a r t i n g  p o in t  ; . i t  l à  th e  e k i  a ta n t ia l -o o m p le x  o f  
s a lv a t io n #  w hich  in c lu d e s : b o th  b e g in n in g  and  end# 
U ndoubted ly  o th e r  l e n o t i o  w r i t e r s  have assum ed t h i s  f e e t  
o f  f a i t h #  b u t  none o f  them  h as  qvor u n d e rs to o d  o r  
u t i l i s e d  th e  in h e r e n t  p o t e n t i a l i t i e s  o f  su ch  a p o s i t io n #  
à  seco n d  o o n t r ih o t io n  o f  F o r s y th 's ,  th e o ry  i s  i t s  
r e tu r n  from  th e  'Helj-eniQ- to  th e  H eb ra ic  id e a  o f  D ivine- 
Im m u ta b ility #  m  em p h asis  upon " th e  ç h a n g è le é s n e s s ' o f  
D iv in e  h o lin ess :#  th e  s t a b i l i t y  and  u t t e r  s te a d fà 'b tn ê s s  
o f  G o d 's  r ig h te o u s #  s a v in g  purpose»"'^ s t a t e d  p o s i t i v e l y ,  
God i s  W p a b le  o f  an y th in g , w hiéh , H is  lo v e  demands#
Under th e s e  è o n d i t io n s  F p r s y th  i s  able to: asseft 
w ith o u t  d i f f i c u l t y  ' i n f  i n i  turn - dabax. . f l n l t i f-  ^ w hich th e  
rigidity of the Mellenio phtternrv/ould dipt 
As B r in o ip a l  % o k  p o in t s  o u t#  "Thijh D iv in e  s e f f ^  
a d ju s tm e n t in c lu d e s  t h a t  s a l f r r q t r p c t l c i n  o f ' Gad w hereby 
His attributes p a s s  from  the to d e  of aotuality to t h a t  of 
p o t e n t i a l i t y #  60. f a r  from  .such a .K e n p s ls  b e in g  a 
s u r re n d e r  o f  deity^ i t  is  In fact a demonstration o f  It#"^
1 Above., p .  160, f à*', g»
2 Fqp#-bbÿ # 0 :  .-.om. F.lad.» o f: îfeBüS' O H r is t .  b» .309*3 Gook;:,' ' '  ,
]L9]L
A t h i r d  o o n t r ib u t lp n  I s  upon
th e  o e n t r a l i t y  o f  God, tuid n p t  i n  ç rq a t lo n *  Even 
n t  th o  h e a r t  o f  th e  S o n 's  m o tiv e  f o r  s a v in g  man s ta n d e  
Godt " f o r  G o d 's  sa k é  mp.rp thojo f o r  m an/S%  f o r  th a  
lo v e  o f  th e  Holy more oven th e n  o f  ; th e  s in n e r .* » " ^
T h is  I s  n o t  to  t r e a t  men mebbe r ç t h e r  th e n  on end 
i n  h liA self b u t  I s  to  re p o g n le e  % d '\8  t^Ue p le o e  I n  H is  
C re e tlo n k  B a re ly  t h i s  l e  th e  seme t r u t h  w Eiloh, 
i n s p i r e d  th e  pàôlm iB t. to  w r i t e :  'A g a in s t  t'hee-i th e e
o n ly #  haye I  s in n e d * » '^  Man l e  r o o te d  i h  God and  o n ly  
h as  m eaning I n  so f a r  $e he e x i s t s  f o r  God; th e re fo re # , 
i t  i s  n o t to o  .b o ld  o r  to o  hOKAlliating to  adm it t h a t  
even  m an 's  re d e m p tio n  i s  oooom plinhad  - to  th e  g lo r y  o f
■ « * ,  1» ^  i^ l j  «f .\ »  U  W#  W  >1#  #■» »«*
1 îh a r e  I s  some •.qiisptlqn a b o u t -bli.e ea^olusxTeness. 'o f  ttio  p to a à â  -tibam"^ Pàx*liaps *as -vrell. aa*m igh t .ppqve m i 'o  q$egaat@  . to  'éixpfe.ss b o th  s if le a  o f  : th e  # u t h  o f  àt'oiiëJàént'» " to  th e  àgeH)3,4 q u e s tio n #  /.’Eoncl, vrfiat iS.tiwiij, , t f i a t  t ’lioM .a f t-  n iin d fb l q f  biinT- m  have th e  answ er# * A th in g  o f  p r lo e  is - ,a  man#^ b e c a u se  ■fox;’ him eb rl's t*  cliOtl»:'' 
D ic k ie  » "Qoa- i s / b i g h t  t p* '7 3 t "  ' '
2 Above# p* 170.
3 P salm  3 1 ;4 ^ \
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à  f o u r t h  co iitr i 'b iitio i}  la  3 'o r a ÿ th '# limlatohoé 
oiVdbrist’à miiquéMaev Otbor Ëçmôtleiata bave tôimci 
oD ly a i f f i ç u l t y  i n  t r y i n g  to  o s t a b l l à h  p o s s ib le  g r o u n d s  
f o r  th e  in o a r n a t iq i i i  ' a^gü h m n  v im  o r e a te d  i n  th e  
Image o f  God; tho ro l^o re  th e  become iiian,*
But PorByth is  .#Ie to aboppe all. the ahaulng 
difficult lea qonoernlng degree and kind of Incarnation 
b y 'maintaining'that the .Incarnation 1 b à  n e w  act'of 
God*à Pelfridentlfioption with the world* % state 
otherwise woifld be to limit üod naedleBBly and wrongly. 
%rBytb is  right in insisting that God# who is  bound 
Only by %iB own hQiineBB^  who oould (were It neoeaaary) 
*rPlBé up children of Abràhpm from the very stones*, ' ..4
i s  a b l e  to  a é t a b l i  sh a new r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e  W ean  lEmaaXf 
and g i e  c r e a t i o n  w ith o u t  fo l lo w in g  a: p r e -ô K ia ta n t  
p a tte rn * ! i n  t h i s  way P o r s y th  cPn i n p i à t  on (C h ris t* e  
u n ig u c n e e s  an d  o o n fo rm lty  p t  once# i# W ' O h r ia t  i s  
t r u l y # . y e t  newly# man#.
A f i f t h  c o n t r i b u t i o n  i s  one o f  s i l e n c e .  Porsyth 
ciQCB n o t a t te m p t to  d e s c r ib a  th e  a c t  .o f .
A s  s t a t e d  ea rlie r# "*  l^p ray tb  f e e l s  t h a t  " there i s  
so m eth in g  presumptuous i n  c e r t a i n  k é n o t ic  e f f o r t s  to 
body forth just v/hpt the^  Qon must have gone through
1 Above* p* 174*
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I n  such  an ay  m a in ta in in g  s l le n q e  on
t M s  p o in t#  F o r s y th  1,6^  a b le  to  a v o id  w hat am ounts to  
e W o r a p o o u lp tlp h  a b o u t th e  m y s t e f l o #  u o ts  o f  th e  
And# beop.u8^ g o r s y th  i s  p ro b e o d ln g  from  
th e  e x p e r i e n t i a l  f a c t  o f  r e d e ]% tle n ^ / ,th e re  l a  a 
certain neoeeaary priority of lnteréà$:Whloh postpones 
any suob s p e c u la t io n ;  ^*when xm -are  n p t  ^ao much 
q u e s t io n in g  th e  f a c t  a s  d ls o u s e ln g  th e  ^  o f  i t  ^
in o t  th e  What b u t  th e  how I t  i s  a m a t te r  o f  th o o ip g lo a l  
s c ie n c e  a#4r o f  r e l i g i o u s  f a i t h .  And th é  so lo M e  o f  
i t  c a n  w a it#  b u t  th e  r e l l k i o n  o f  i t  cannot#**^ 
argum ent from  s l l e n o e  i s  lik ew laG  e v id e n t  i n  F o r s y th i a  
d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  th e  f a c t  (n o t  n o t)  o f  l n o a r n a t io n .4
F o rsy th #  $hQ p e rs o n  .and.-.gl e c e . ,p f  jJeeus ghk^iat. p* 3&0# **Allc f h e o r i e n # . d ie  w l?  a ^ s c % lg e n  i^lehséhén von 
d %  ^Mènséhwèrd Ck)ttes*': hh.S iiaahhehjxeind - v e rm e sa e n i ’ und die'- V erm eshenhte ' Von ’ é l l é h  ' 1 a t #
rjSi' dVG^ r w r  u eau a213» ' ^
2 ‘ **;iiiv'iS' l?lS,h'fe ^îVâ -QVo'ùsv to, H uafcd ,,oui'so lj^s m gaiiis t . that i^ i»ë«urhntion w hldh tvOiiid f f i h d  out th e  Altniiïhl
3- ■J’Ofgyth. The Begèo» ,sHa. Place'..of% feaha.,.Qh’glst.« p, 294',
't^ - f te r  a l l ,  i n  po ;.à t.u la tiag  a suphaJnuiiaane .ac t o £  t h e  .D e ity  ;W9,';‘ç'h« '.only .â ih é è rn  :q'%.LjM8e'.''h'f . 1 #  ■ r e a l i t y  th ro u g h  o.hÿ- '#p B 'rh h # h W h  of- lith '. eÿ,£eét;S.'ïft o u r  '#*lù',;.' Of ''i%a ûiheot ' oqhtiitiqhR or re suit a wit blfi thh 'eupraflJuhlehe Q,h: heaVehiy ,^he.re itséM''we' are-, n e o h B s a i 'i ly  . i g # ^ h h ty '' '  'h a c r #  he  t h a t  anyP # o i , s io n  .0#  lo s iq .  h a s e a  on. th e  - # D l i c a t i o n  o £  - ■'s . p h t i 9 t t '# ^ h # l .  'O à tq g ô r ih s - 'to  the ;;.heaven ly  hphere  w i l l  én l'ÿ  ' î h à â  e .o h le h th r e ' astr«y_*".'' Quiek^D o o tr in e 's  h i  th e  Ôÿëeû, p'* 137» .'- -
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Ha g iv ë s  th r e e  d e s c r ip t io n s - w h io h he cloes n o t  ■ 
s y s t a m a t i q a l l y 'eq*^rcU riatç> . y e t  c la im s  '^héy a rc  t r u e  
8 lm u ltanepuo ly#1  ' They e r e  a l l  d i f f e r e n t ,  a s p e c ts  o f  a 
oom plex w % 0b iB  Ood^s g iw s #  in  eudh a c a s e  no 
o v e r f a l l ,  e x a c t - p lo ta r e -  I s  p p è ê lb ie #  -
A s tx :th  q o n t r lb u t lo n  w^^cb F o r s y th  rmlceo co n o e rn ê  
th e  p e r s o n  o f  th e  ^ lo o r n â te  O hrlstw   ^ F o r s y th  l o  a b le  
to  a tù 'tè  t h a t  th e  gon# a f t e r  d S t l l l  r ë té ln -S
IH a 8 o n sh lp  u n im p a ire d ; ' TM a I s  n o t  p o s s ib le  booauae  
o f  any  d u a lism  a s  Tbom aslus d e v is e d  o%^ G ore in t im a te d ;  
i t  i s  p o e s ib lo  béoaUsO xFôroyth^^^a i m d #  i n t e r p r é t a t i f ^  
p e r m its  him to  SpOak o f  th e  '$ 0 % # . beo;oDiing.po_'^;é,ntii^^^ 
$ h i s  View he s u p p o r te  b y  h ie  m % il l in g n o s s  tp  sepb^^ate 
th e  ' a t t r i b u t e s  o f  ■ ood*  ^ f e  F o rsy th #  th e  ' a t t f ib U te B  
e r e  n o t  i n d i v i d u #  g # l i t i è j â  w ^ o h  w y  be a e p a ré te d  
from -'thé;-p e f bon o f< (^ d ;  :th eÿ  a re 'O o d  i n  Xïie s e l f ^  ' 
e x p re è h io n f  -  th e re fo re # :  w # r h Ver God is #  so  to p  a r e  th e
^ a t t r i b u t # # ' ' ;  ' :\%^e-.%poW''thpt/A:G0d
th ro u g h  6 w  o w  e x p e r ie h # ^ ^  i t  fo l lp w e  th p n  th o t*  )% % ' ' v/.'yepmehpw# ' # !  p f  Qbd*6/'ati&ri%ut^.^;T$uat/^ b e
*ih |)hriét*^ .ÿ' " # 0 ' only wéyAthat' t # s / i s  possible io  for
them  to  be ^ ^ t e h t i e l l y  tho rn # . t o  th e  new
1 Abpve
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S ta te , o f  ïaçap iîa tio iîï»  ■ ..Ja tM s .w o y  # r ,g y th .  can  
l o g i c a l l y  m a in ta in  t h e . i a t ^ g r f t y -  q f  the-, ;Sqn. :th ï“oi.tghput 
th e  w ith o u t  deny ing , j J i s  m anhaod,
•â; s e v e n th  c o n t r ib u t io n  i s  one w h i c h , g y a d l e y  
raakesj; !'gne o f  th e  rnoBt, .v a lu ab le  s .sp o o ts  o f  th e  k e n o t ic  
tbeoj?F ,1s . i t s  i n c lu s lv s î i s s s î  n o t  o n ly  . i s  .ü h e is t  . .
s s s o c i s t e â  w i th  th e  .rnp.ra.l .^sslm ^ b.ut wlt.h .th e  p h y s ic ,a l 
a s  Yfell*' IKS'■Icemsip i s - b o t h  s p l s i t j i a l  p h y s i c a l ,  
ÿhus th e  ctengei’ 'o f.' an  ,a ,b s tre e t c iy s tlq ls ta  i s ,  sv o id a d - , 
and th e  l in l ty  o f  « h tuse and  s p i r i t .  I s  g u a K ,a n t e e .L t ï ;
D e s p i te  th e  .g re a t  n u m b e r .o f .c o n t r ib u t io n s  wÇlCb 
î 'o rsy .th  h a s  ma dé,, th e re , a r e  .lik ew ise , a- .1A%%C ;humbeÿ: .o f*,T i  , ' • • * . V ’ \  r .- /•' L 'o r i t i o i s m s  w hich  .am st bo made %#lthin th e  fx^amcwork,' o f
h i s  t.hcox'y:,3 B ut E'o.nsyth. h im self, 1 s, aware; : c f . t h l s ;
■ ’’ I  ' .’!1 am aWax*e, .p f  th e  klxid o f  o b je c t io n  rb i 's W  to  /the  
k o n o tic . th eo ry » . i#m ÿ c i i f f iC u l t io s .  ai-lisc r e a d i ly ,  i n
By .such ÇA arguimnt Porsyth i s  able to escape from thc'/cri.tioiçm' Bruce niiakea of the theofy of Hoformed t heplOB‘i.çh' #r,aW;.' " UnooAsciOua,,. ;;un,a,vallable,. power
v6cab |:fia ry  o f  p h i lo  so^ p f,in g lc :# ç t.ti.'ço n ÿWho: Id e a
B ra d le y , op.». G it» :, p,* ,20,32
3 B ecause K o rsy th  has, n o t  c o n s t r u c te d  ,a. c toacd . ey s teH ia tic
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o n e *'8 own mlncU I t  l a  à Ohôioe o f  d if f lo u lt ie a V * ''^
F I  r a t#  one m ust o b je c t  to  F o rsy th *  a e x c lu s io n  o f  a 
m e ta p h y s ic a l  d i s c i p l i n e  i n  h i s  T heory : **Beoause
we can  know C h r is t  o n ly  th ro u g h  H is  redeem ing  a c t io n  
upon us# we may s p e c u la te  ab o u t H is  p e r s o n  o n ly  i n  th e  
m o ra l c a te g o ry #  and n e v e r  i n  th e  m etap h y sica l.* * ^
Yet t h i s  can  h a rd ly  be  th e  c a s e .  I t  i s  o b v io u s  
th ro u g h o u t th e  th e o ry  t h a t  th e  8on*s k e n o s is  i s  b o th  
s p i r i t u a l  and p h y s ic a l#  and th e  moment t h a t  F o rs y th  
adï'îiits t h a t  C h r is t  i s  f l e s h  (C T ^  p  ^  )# he i s  
i n e v i t a b l y  in v o lv e d  w i th  a m etaphysic#  The re d e m p tiv e  
e x p e r ie n c e  w hich  one has  i s  n o t  communion w ith  th e  
d iv in e  l#ogos b u t  w ith  th e  r i s e n  C h r is t#  n o t w ith  a 
S p i r i t  m e re ly  b u t  w ith  Him who l ik e w is e  i d e n t i f i e s  
H im se lf  a s  j e s u s  o f  whom th e  O o # e l s  sp eak . Thus to  
know C h r is t  th ro u g h  red em p tio n  i s  to  b e  aware o f  h i s  
p h y s ic a l  l i f e  on  e a r th #  T h is  m eans a m e tap h y s ic  o f  
e t  h ie  j  b u t  i t  e q u a l ly  means a m e tap h y s ic  o f  su b stan ce#
m il i i i ii i «:ii PI» ü i i i i ii É  I n . i i mi l l * # # * # »
1 F o rsy th #  The p e r s o n  an d  p ia b e  o f  J e s u s  C h r i s t # p . 294#
2 Above# p#. 164.
d‘#;8# Law ton s t a t e s  th n t  . in  F o r iy th * s  th e o ry  **.#• l o g i c a l  and m e t a p l i y s l c a l  objM^^ to  t h e  th e o ryare , met w ith  s t e r n  a im i d s e # ;  h in è e  h i s  th e o ry  
would a p p e a r  to  him th q  o n ly  - r % s o n a b le -  in te rs»  p r e t a t i o n  o f  th e  f a b t u  o f  r e v e l a t i o n  and  reden^tion#** ^(Lawton# Op# C it  # # p ;
3 B ra d le y , Op# C i t # # p# 201.
19?
F o r s y th  lo o k in g  to  th e  p e rso n  o f  J e e u a  O lir ia t c a n n o t 
e sc a p e  th e  d u a l olm lm  th e  two nonios im p ly . To say  
**Qod i s  Qo.d n o t  p b y s i o a l l y  b u t m o r a l ly ,  n o t  by  pow er 
b u t  .by  love#.*V ^ i s  to  be a r b i t r a r i l y  one^sic lod  in  
a p p ro a c b in g  a com plex e l t u o t io n .
.Second# th e r e  in -u n  aK&)igulty I n  F o rs y th * 8 
t r e a tm e n t  o f  O b r is t* #  s o lf '^ o o n e o lo u o w s s . On th e  one 
hand he S upporta , th e  View, t h a t  O h r le t  wee eelf*^ 
e o n so io u e  o f  H ie  iiiloe ion  and p la c e ;  .**C h r is ta s  sen ee  
o f  f i n a l i t y  we m ust r e c o g n is e ;  w hich l e  h ie  f a i t h #  
however i%%plicit# in  liio  awn Gk)dhead# W.e muot 
acknow ledge i i ie  sen ae  o f  h ie  ovai f l n a l l t y  . in  th e  l a s t  
roo re l i s s u e  o f  th e  w orld#  th e  suprem e .human Isoue#  
th e  I s a iie  b e tw een  Ood and  man# l i f e  and  death#  He 
knew he was d e o le lv e  i n  t h a t  is s u e *  And AVho . c o u ld  
be  f i n a l  o r  d e c is iv e  t h e r e  b u t  G od?$##Iiust he n o t  have 
knoT/n h im s e lf  f o r  th e  'in c a r n a t io n  o f  th e  E te r n a l  
saving; W ill  o f  . God# th e  E te r n a l  a g e n t o f  th e  E te r n a l   ^
p u rp o se ? " ^  In  a l è t é r  p a ssa g e  he s t a t e s #  "B ut i f  
He (God) p a r t e d  w ith  .His gelf^oonaolousA iose o$ , 
i n f i n i t e  Yfould i t  n o t  oome o s n e a r  to  s u ic id e  e e
1 Above# p# i7 l*  . , '
2 F o rs y th #  The E e reo n  .en d  P la c e  o f  Cfeaus. G t o i s t .
'  ' '  "  '  •
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i n f i n i t e  On th e  o th e r  hand# i f  th a a e  p o in t s
be granted# oouia Gbrlot he truly celled human? 8uoh 
e self'*:^oonGOl.ouqness would certain ly  deny Sif'oreyth the 
r i g h t  to  soy  t h a t  C h r i s t  had g iv e n  up th e  o o n d i t io n e  
o f  God f o r  th e  c o n d i t io n s  o f  men#^ I t  w ould seom 
t h a t  th e  s t a t e  w hioh F o r s y th  hoe d e s c r ib e d  18 n e i t h e r  
d iv in e  n o r  hmmn b u t  somewhere In. b e tw e e n . , i n  f a c t#  
w ere i t  n o t  f o r  h i#  d i r e c tn e s s  i n  e x p r e s s in g  C h r is t  
hum anity  (" H is  I d e n t i t y  w ith  man l a y  i n  no mere 
o o n t in U ity  o f  s u b s ta n c e , n o r even i n  p a r t l o i p a t l n g  in  
p e r s o n a l i ty #  b u t  i n  h i s  a ssu m p tio n  o f  rm n*s c o n d i t io n s  
o f  p e r s o n a l i ty .* * " ^ ) #  F o r s y th e s  th e o r y  m ig h t be te rm ed  
dpqetio .,-. T here  I s  s  ten d q n cy  to  r e g a r d  God*s p re so n o e  
on e a r th  a s  a d iv in e  m a n i f e s ta t io n  r a t h e r  th a n  an 
In c a rn a t io n #
Third# Forsyth states# "As God# thç son in his 
freedom, would have à Reno tie power over Himself 
corresponding to the.infinite power of se lf- determination
1 Above# p#. 17% Though t h i s  sta tem ent.#  a d m itte d ly #r e f # 8  s p e c i f i c a l l y  to  God# I t  m ust l ik e v / is e  b e  aiiyp lidab le  **the f u ln e s s  o f  th e86h*s Godhead # s  h t i l l  th e  e s se n b e  o f  O W s t*T h at Oodhëàd I b s t  h d th iiig  in  th e  s a v in g  a o t . "(Above# p.# 1 7 ^ )
2 Above# p# 183.
3 . F o rsy th #  The m r a o n  .and P la c e  o f  vrehus O b r i s t # p$ 352<
■ j- 'i
;.i
' r  . • )
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w hich b e lo n g s  to  d e i t y .  # Again# "God s e n t ;
th e  B on  F o r s y th  i s  i n s i s t e n t  upon th e  f a c t
t h a t  i t  was th e  Bon who became man and dw elt aiaong us* 
The d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een  F a th e r  and  Bon "m ust n o t  b e  
im p erilled # ^* ?  B ut i f  t h i s  be  th e  o a s a ,  F o r s y th  i s  
a s  g u i l t y  aS th e  e a r l i e r  iC e n o tio is ts  o f  f a l s e l y
its e p a r a t in g  th e  p e r s o n s  o f  th e  T r in i ty #  i f  i t  be 
a rg u ed  t h a t  th e  Godhead i s  p o t e n t i a l  i n  th e  I n c a r n a t io n ,  
t h a t  "He c o u ld  n o t  have em p tied  H im se lf b u t  f o r  H is  
Godhead#"^ th e s e  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  s t i l l  do n o t  s a t i s f y  
th e  demands o f  u n ity #  To say  t h a t  one p e rso n  o f  th e  
Godhead p o s s e s s e s  th e  Godhead i n  a s e l f ^ r e t r a c t e d  way 
and t h a t  a t  th e  same tim e  th e  o th e r  t w  p e r s o n s  p o s s e s s  
th e  Godhead i n  i t s  f u l n e s s ,  i s  a s  im p o s s ib le  to  th in k
1 Above, p* 180.
2 Above, p# 178,
3 Ibid*
4  "I dp n o t  mean to  i d e n t i f y  m y se lf  v 4 th  any o f  th el a t e r  t e c h n i c a l  t h e o r i e s  u s u a l iy  known a s  * k an p tic%Many o f  them  seem e i t h e r  to  im p ly  an  a c tu a l  d e m iss io n  (so  to  speicdc) p f  Qodheàd w hich  iq . u n in te l i i g l b l e , o r  to  i r # l y  th% t th e  eecond  Person of th e . ilp ly  T r ih i ty #  p r i o r  to  arid ir id e p é n d e n tly  o f  th e  I r io a rn a t io n ,  i s  to  be  re g a rd e d  aS p o s s e s s in g  know ledge and  re a s o n  o f  H is  Own d i s t i n c t  from t h a t  o f  th e  Father, a d o c t r in e  w h ich  i s  h a p p ily  a s  uno rth o d o x  a s  i t  i s  i r ra tio n a l* * *  H a s tin g s  H àsh d a ll#  D o c tr in e  and D evelom aent # p .  36 f n .
5 Above# p .  ISO.
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a s  to  s t a t e  C le a r ly ;  arid i t  i s  do f i n i t e l y  n o t w hat 
i s  m eant b y 't h e  ph rase , o p e ra  T r i n i t a t i s  ad  e x t r a  s u n t  
i n d i v i s a » And, i f  i t  be  o b je c te d  t h a t  t h i s  i s  a 
h ig h ly  s o l e n t i f i c #  a b s t r u s e  argum ent v /ith  v/hich 
F o r s y th  would n o t  have oon cern ed  h im s e l f ,  i t  m ust b e  
r e p l i e d  t h a t  F o r s y th  i s  fo rc e d  to  o o n s id e r  i t ;  f o r  
he i s  th e  one who in t r o d u c e d  th e  id e a s  o f  " p o t e n t i ­
a l i t y "  and  " s e l f - r e t r a o t i o n " # w hich a r e  n e c e s s a r i l y  
s c i e n t i f i c  i n  p a r t* ^
F o u rth #  F o rsy th *  s c o n c ep t of. 0 h r i s t * s  griowth 
n e e d s  to  be  g u e s tio r ie d . F o r s y th  d o es a rg u e  f o r  
r e a l  g row th ; "we sh o u ld  ta k e  more s e r io u s ly  th e  
g row th  o f  ye sus* ***His n a t u r a l  c d tts c io u s n e s s  g rew , 
and  th e  c o n te n t  o f  i t  g r é f ,  a s  he grew  from  c h i l d  to  
man, and came to  know th e  world# H is  s p i r i t u a l  
oonsC iodsrieB S, h i s  s e n se  o f  s o n s h ip ,  a l s o  g rew , a s  
he s e t t l e d ' t h e  c o n f l i c t s  t h a t  b e s e t  him ab o u t h i s  
M ess ia h sb ip * "^  However, F o r s y th  i s  n o t  c o n te n t  to  
t r u s t  a l l  developm ent s o le ly  to  cnV iroriiuenti "The 
h i s t o r y  o f  Q h r is t^ s  g ro w th  i s  th e n  à h i s t o r y  o f  m ora l
1 Such ia ^ s it io n ’also ihyoltéh .KopssrtH 3.4 the: p rq b 'ie m :# f  i t tie  Üè W h  B u h c tip iie  - d f  th e  Dqgo.s; 
faht s in e e  t h i h  hah beèh  e^aratnad e a r l i e r  ' (#aii>h a i rn »  3 7 - 0 # ' , ,  i  he afeguineiit a  n eed  h o t  Be r é p ê h te à .  '
2 Above, pp , 184.
2 Ü 1
r e d i n t e g r a t i o n ,  th é  h i s to r y  o f  h i s  r e c o v e ry * by 
g ra d u a l  w r a l  o o n q u e s t , o f  th e  mode o f  b e in g  from 
w h ich * b y  a tremendous m oral a c t ,  he came#"'^ B ut 
F o r s y th  adds to  t h i s #  "aniid  a l l  t h a t  wo recognise i n  
him o f  human conditions and human grow th# **,wo s h a l l  
b e  ïtîost c a r e f u l  to  n o te  t h a t  any g ro w th  i n  his sense 
o f  Godhead was n o t t h e  grow th  o r  a c q u i s i t i o n  o f  t h a t  
Godhead i t s e l f # " ^  S u re ly  th e  above s ta te m e n ts  
d e s t r o y  any r e a l  c o n c e p t of grow th# I f  O h r is t* s  
l i f e  was a " i n n i n g  b a c k " ?  o f  what w as a l r e a d y  h i s ,  
i f  he became w het he a lr e a d y  waStf^  i f  th e  e s se n c e  
o f  H is  p e r s o n  was H iq Godhead? w hich  by  d e f i n i t i o n  
c a n n o t p o s s ib ly  grow# th e r e  can  be no real growth i n
‘ « t  i  • '  ' ;  - :
O hP ist*  His l i f e  w ould be  a b s o lu to ly  â e te rm io e d  
and w ould have to  b e  c o n s id e re d  a d i s c i p l i n e d  and  
prefigured e v o lu t io n a r y  %)roccsa and  n o t  t r u e  
developm ent and  m a tu ra tio n #  A g a in , such  a c o n c e p t 
o f  g row th  m eans u l t im a te ly  t h a t  th e  in c a r n a t io n  was
V
n o t n e a l j  t h e  aon a id  n o t  r e a l l y  beoome man b u t
1 F o r s y th ,  fh e  F o r son  and g la c e  o f  jj-esus G h r i s t .
P» 308 (A bove, p»181> lay â t a l l c a »
2 Above, p p , 1 8 5 -1 8 6 my i t s l i e s * .
3 Above, p . 185.
4  Above, p , 1 8 5 , 'f n .  2 ,
5 A bove, p ,  179.
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m ere ly  ' o lo 'àked  iiim aeX f i n  mon*s.fo rm *  F o r s y th ,  i n  
g e n e r a l ,  d o es  n o t  h o ld  to  t h i s  p o s i t io r i ,  b u t  h i s  
d o c t r in e  o f  G h r i s t* à g row th  w ould dembnd it*f^
B i f t h ,  some m en tion  sh o u ld  be madé o f  F o r s y th ’ s 
d o c t r in e  o f  c h r i s t * a  s lr i le s s n e s s #  I t  i s  a r a t h e r  
i n t e r e s t i n g  com m entary upon F o r s y th ’ s  th e o ry  t h a t  a t  
t h i s  p o in t  he f e e l s  i t  i s  n e c e s s a ry  to  su p p o rt h i s  
m etaphysiq^ o f  e t h i e  by  a m e tap h y sic  o f  b e in g  -  $  
p r a c t i c e  w hich  he has  e a r l i e r  d ism isse d # ^  A lthough  
he has s e c u re d  C h r i s t ’ s  s i n l e s s n e s s  i n  an e t h i c a l  way 
by  m a in ta ih in g  t h a t  C h r i s t ,  a s  p e r f e c t  and  freoirm an, 
p b t u i t  non p e c o a re *? he goes, o'ri to  say  t h a t  " th e  p o t u i t  
non ô è o c a rè  r e s t s #  *. o,n th e  non po t  u i t  pec  c a r  
T h is  p o s i t i o n  In v o lv e s  F o rs y th  i n  t h r e e  u n d e s i r a b le  
co risequenoesj a )  su c h  a p o s i t io n  means a d e n ia l  o f  a 
t r u e  I n c a r n # lo n #  I f  man P o t u i t  n s c c a r e  and C h r is t  
non n o t u l t  n e c c a r e # even  th e  f a c t  t h a t  p b t u i t  non 
p e c c a te  ban b e  s a id  o f  e a c h , can n o t r e c o n c i l e  th e
mWii i'I . * # # * «** W i | i # »ii.H !'■«  «w lip.li n » i.
1 The above c o n c e p t o f  . .G h r is t ’ s. g ro w th  blsO:, j e o p a r d is e sth e  q a t h o l i o / d b c t r i ^  fn--permhnerit-;;rnanhbod-  '^.lesus- 4 h f i e t ; ' t h e  c s i b  y e b te fd a y #  ,todh y ,/* çn d ,f o r  e v e r  * X # b #  y i $  Q h ris t#  a s  F o r # t hwas bebpm ing w hat He a lre a d y ..w b #  and i f  " it-w q # 4  n o t; t i l l '  he, d ie d  th a t*  h e  pos.sC ssed h i a  w h o lè js b a l^  came tb  h i s  own, e n te r e d  c r i ' a l l '. .h e  r e a l l y  was#: w a s , e x a l t e d  to  h i s  true.,, heaven#:# #%" (F o rs y th ,,  The p e rs o n  arid P la c e  o f  J e s u s  G h riS t * pp#.:.121?rX22Tt t h e n ' 'i t '  i# 'l i 'k e w i.S e  'r ig h t- ; \ tb  a s s e r t  t h a t  C h r i s t ’ s manhood was s u p e rse d e d  by  h i s  r e g a in ih g  th e  s t a t e  o f  E t e r n a l  D iv in e  Logos#
2 Above, p .  164.
3 Above, p> 187#
k
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m e ta p b ÿ s io a l aricl e t  b io  a l  d if f ë re n q o ;-  and  o n ly  one suoh . 
d i f f e r e m e  i s  .xiaoeBBary-' to  n e g a te  th e  . - v a l id i ty  Of tb é  
in o a ra a t io n #  ■ b )  #ben th e  e in n a r#  ro c o g n ia e ç  t h a t
s i b ,  d o B p lte  te m p ta t io n ,  i s  an  i i% o é â ib i i , i ty  f o r  O b r la t ,  
G h r is t  oeasoB  to  b e ,  by  M s  more p ro aen o e  on e a r t h  a t  
one p e r io d  o f  tim e# paradigm^ and  d-udge# Q b r ia t  no 
longG# boa th e  r i g h t  to  -aby,* ’’Follow *m et# o ) To 
m a in ta ir i i  a s  Fo3?ayt:h d o e s , t h a t  C h r is t  was " u iw / i t t in g ly  
p ro te c te d " ^  from  th e  f o o t  o f  H is  i n à b i l i t ÿ  to  s i n , does 
n o t so lv e  th e  e t h i o a l  p ro b lem  f o r  th e  s in n e r  even  i f  i t  
d oes f o r  G h ris t#  I t  m e re ly  em p h asise s  th e  s e p a r a t io n  
i n  th e  T r i n i t y ,  and  le a d s  one to  à p o s i t io n  i n  w hich 
God .ap p e a rs  to  be d e c e iv in g  H im self#
B ix tlv , X^.oràÿtIt’ s 'h a r s h  ■d-uclgèmont o f  GbàlcedOn i s  
n o t a l t o g e t h e r  w a r ra n te d ;  "The formula* o f  th e  u n io n  o f  
two n a tu r e s  i n  one p e rso n  i s  s B B e n t ia i iy  a m e ta p h y s ic a l  
form ula*;*#m ore o r  l e s s  a r c h a ic  f o r  th e  m odern h iind.
"Its catégorie# were too elemental and phyBioal#"?
In  p la c e  o f  t h i s  fo rm u la#  F o rs y th  W ishes to  subiAit a 
m etap h y sic  o f  e th io # ^  y e t  such  a s u b s t i t u t i o n  i s  open 
to  th e  Same K ind  o f  - c r i t i c i s m ;  th e  o a te g o r le e  become
» I# ^,1,11, , 1 # 11, Ml#  ».)«
1 Above, p..» 188.
2 Abo t e ,  % 168.
3 Above, B». 169.
4  Ib id * ' '
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to o  s p i r i t u a l  and e t h i c a l  and n e g le c t  th e  pbÿG lq'al
m an,J é s u s  G h rla t# ^  I n ' a l l  f a i r n e s s  pnç m ust adm it
t h a t  F o r s y th  has o f f e r e d  some b r i l l i a n t  in a ig h té ,  in to
th e  s p i r i t u a l  and  e t h i c a l  n a tu r e  o f  th e  In c a rn a tio n # ,
b u t n o t  to  th e  e x c lu s io n  o f  Ohaloadpn* I t  would b e
w is e r  to  v iew  F o r s y th ’ @ c o n t r ib u t io n  a s  an  a d d i t io n  t o ,
r a t h e r  th a n  a n e g a t io n  o f#  th e  O halcedon ian  fp m u la #
S e v e n th , F o r s y th  l a  n o t  a l t o g e th e r  c o n v in c in g  in
h i a argum ent f o r  th e  neoessity of a k e n o t ic  e x p la n a t io n
of the Incarnation* "If there was a personal pre^
e x is te n c e  in th e  c a se  o f  G h r is t  i t  does n o t  seem
possible to  a d ju s t  i t  to  the h i s t o r i c  Jesus w ith o u t
some d o c t r in e  o f  .K en o s is# , we fa c e  in G h r is t  a Godhead
s e l f - r e d u c e d ' b u t  r e a l#  whose i n f i n i t e  power to o k
e f f e c t  i n  self^ h u m ilié t i o n # whose s t r e n g th  was
p e r f e c te d  in w eakness# who c o n se n te d  n o t t o  know with
an ignorance divinely wine, and who emptied himsclf
in v i r t u e  o f  h i s .d i v in e  fu in e s ê * ” ^ T heça f i v e
p a re d o X iq #  s ta te m e n ts  :ô o n ç e r n # g  th e  n a tu r e  o f  th e
In c a rn a t io n #  upon w hich  F o r s y th  c la im s  th e  n e c e s s i ty  /o f  <r I S  f  pe6ra to  s u p p o rt  eq«a3,ly WolX (a n d  v /i th
l e e s  d i s t o r t i o n )  tb e  Ghsltfeclonian f o m u l a .  In  f a c t  
tb e  s ta te m e n ts  e s a s e  to  be c o n t r a d ic to r y  and become
1 A^nve, p* 196.
2 Above, p .  167.
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p a r a d o x ic a l  o n ly  b e c a u se  o f  t h e  laystaiito iiB  m i i ty  o f  
t h e  tviQ  n a tu r e s ,  i n  th e  one person*  I f  one i n s i s t s ,  
a s  th e  K a n o t io i s tb  d o , upon p r e d io h t in g  b o th  
a s s e r t i o n s  o f  one se lf^ -o o n sc lo h s  being# , th e n  th e  , 
v a r io u s  j>roblems o f  b i ç i à t i o n  to  onè. n a tu r e  o r  th e  
o th e r  a r i s e i  and th e  Reno t i e  i  S t i s  fo roO d to  e x p la in  , 
th e  m y e te ry  o f  God -  w hiqh he e a n n o t do . EVen , 
F o r s y th  who . r e f u s e s ,  under a t  a n d e b ly , to  d é s o r ib e  th e  
act- o f  God’ s  c a n n o t e sc ap e  frbm  havirig- t o
e x p la in  and  d e s c r ib e  th e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h a t  a c t ,  i#e*  
God’ s presence.: i n  G h r is t#  th e  n a tu r e  o f  th e  T r i n i t y  
d u r in g  th e  I n c a r n a t io n ,  and God’ s  new r e l a t i o n  to  %nan 
a s  Man; and  th e  IC enotic T heory o n ly  ïiiakes- h i s  t é i #  
more d i f f i c u l t .
To f i n i s h  a t  t h i s  p o in t  would be  p re im tU re*
I t  i s  o n ly  r i g h t  to  n o te  t h a t  u n d e r ly in g  F o r s y th l s  
a d o p tio n  o f  th e  K en o tto  T heory  i s  h i s  deep r e l i g i o u s  
i n t e r e s t  in . th é  am ssin g  h w n i l ie t io n  o f  O h ria t. end n o t 
h i s ’ i n t e r e s t  i n  an  i n f a l l i b l e  O h ris to lb g y ÿ  " I t  i s  
h i s  r e l i g i o u s  : s e n s i t i v e n e s s  t h s t  «iakés. F o r s y th  r e a c h  
o u t  to  K e n o s iè ."^  . i n  thi^^-èeapCQt#,; F o r s y th  can  b e  
c o n s id e re d  th e  t r a n s i t i o n  f ig u re :  i n  th e  h i s t o r y  o f  
th e  R è rio tlc  Thso%%. I t  i s  from  t h i s  p o in t  onw ard
M U k ii.  « 11» W  Tf f .P »  wnt.
1 î ’h i's  .s tq tô m e ç i v tm  ïnsde t o  me by  P r i n c i p a l  O h a rle s  
s'» D u tb ie  i n  a p r i v a t e  in te rv ie w *
8Ô6
t h a t  th e  d o c t r in e  o f  K en o s is  has b een  e f f e c t i v e l y  
used#^ n o t a s  th e  m e ta p h y s ic a l b a s i s  f o r  a O h r ls tq lo g y  
b u t  88 one o f  th e  n e o e s s a ry  m etaphor^fs n eed ed  to  
e x p re s s  th e  in c a r n a t io n  o f  God# J e s u s  G h r i s t ,  ’a  
man o f  so rro w s and a c q u a in te d  w ith  g r i e f  *.
1 Bee th e  summary stateinent*
o m p s m  VI
AN BXSBffiTIGAI. STUDY OP 
PH1LIPPÏAN8 I I :  5-8.
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A n  îS x e g e tiô a l s tu d y  o f
A lthough  many p a a s a g e s  and t e x t s  have b ean  
In tro d u c e d  i n  s u p p o rt  o f  th e  iÇ ênotiç T heory  o f  th e  
I n c a r n a t io n ,  one t e x t  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  h as  become th e  
lo c u s  o X ass io u s  f o r  th e  Theory# w h a te v e r e l s e  i s  
b ro u g h t to  o o r ro b o r a te  tW  T h e o ry ,’^ t h i s  p a s s a g e  -  
F h i l i p p i a n s  2s5*8 -  a lw ays s t a n #  a t  th e  h e a r t  o f  
such  s u p p o r t ;  i n  f a c t ,  i t  i s  from  v e r s e  seven  
{ j ^ u T O T /  t h a t  th e  th e o ry  d e r iv e s  i t s
name. The p a s s a g e ,  a s  J . 0 .  Lawton p o in t s  o u t ,  has 
become "a  f o c a l  p o in t  i n  th e  c o n tro v e rs y " ^  and  
th e r e f o r e  m ust be exam ined c r i t i c a l l y  to  a s c e r t a i n  
what e v id e n c e  and  su p p o rt i s  a v a i la b le #  The fo l lo w in g  
e x e g e s i s ,  howeveï», w i l l  n o t  bé à  ço ïi^çlete p h i l o lo g i c a l  
a n a ly s i s  o f  the- p a s s a g e ?  b u t w i l l  t r y  to  d is c o v e r  ,to  
w hat e x te n t  im p o r ta n t  and c u r r e n t  New T estam en t
1 I I ,C o r in th l a r i s  8 ;$  and a t*  J o h n ’ s  G ospel 1 ;1 4( y  6 _ ) d e s e rv e  ' p a r t i e u i a r  m en tio n .
2 Luw tqnI C o n f l ic t  i n  g h r i s to lo g y # n .; 123#
3 "The d i v e r s i t y  o f  o p in io n  p r e v a i l i n g  a w n g  i n t e r ­p r e t e r s  i n  r e g a r d  to  th e  m eaning o f  th e  p r i n c i p a l  p a s s a g e 'b e a r in g .o n  th e  é û b jç e t  ;b f 'C h r i s t '’'^ ■hum iliation ''-^ '''thàt'.#  ■ nam ely^ - i n  th e  second  ■ c h a p te r  
o f  B a u l’ s • Ê p ia t le  : t q . W P h i l i p p i a n s ■- i ' i s :  enough to  ■ f i l l  th e  s tu d e n t  \ # t h ’'' d q % a ir# ': arid  to  : a f f l i c t  
h im . % t h  i r i t e l i c c t u a l  ' p # fh ly M s * " ' • B ru ce , H m ii i l ia t io n ■ o f  \C h rih t.* "p# ' 8;- '■ '
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s ô h ô là ra h lî)  oan s u p p o r t  o r  dçny th e  a rg m aen ts  ô f  
K ë n o tic  O halë tù logy#  B u t, b e fo re  th e  a c tu a l  
e x e g e t io a l  s tu d y  o f  th e  p assag e#  eome m èntlori o f  th e  
c o n te x t  o f  P a u l ’ s  l a t t e r  m ust be made# "Thé 
A p ô s t lé ’ s  p u rp o éè"#  s t a t e s  Ê iîî. G if fo r d ,^  " i s  h a p p ily  
to o  c l é s r  to  be o b sc u re d  by any  d i v e r s i t y  o f  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  a t*  P a u l has  b een  e n c o u ra g in g  h i s  
b e lo v e d  c o n v e r ts  a t  P h i l i p p i  to  ’ s t a M  f u s t  i n  one 
s p i r i t ,  w ith : quc soul#^ s t r i v i n g  f o r  th e  f a i t h  o f  
th e  G o sp e l’ # Hé e n t r e a t s  them  to  imake h i s  jo y  i n  
t h w  co m p le te  by  a d d in g  to  t h e i r ' f a i t h - a n d  ■co.urage 
th e  c row n ing  .g ra c e s  o f  h u m il i ty , a n d - s e l f ^ciéhÿirig 
lové*  Hé p le a d s  w ith  them  b y  e v e ry  m o tiv e  o f  
O h r i s t ia n  f e l lo w s h ip ,  and  n o t l e a s t  b ÿ  t h e i r  p e r s o n a l  
a f f e c t i o n  f o r  •h im se lf , and  the ii^  sym pathy w i th  h i s  
s u f f e r i n g s  i n  b e h a l f  o f  G h ris t# ' to  ’be  o f ' t h e  same 
m ind , hav ing  th e  same lo v e , b e in g  o f  one a c c o rd , o f  
one ;mind* * ’L e t h b th ir ig ’ ,  he says#  ’be done 
th ro u g h  s t r i f e  and  v a in  g lo r y ;  b u t  i n  lo w l in e s s  o f  
m ind l e t  eabh  è s tèé m  o th e r  b e t t o r  th a n  h im self#
Look n o t  ev e ry  man on hie own th ings# - b u t e v e ry  man 
a ls o  on  th e  t h in g s  o f  o th e rs*  .. L e t t h i s  m ind be  in
Î '
yoU| wblc h was a l s o  in Ghrist ttesua*f
«These earnest and loving phtreatiaa the'
Apostle propeeds tp,enforce by setting forth our
1 S.ÏÏ, Gif for a, The locarnstion# pp. 4**3.
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Bleshêd LôM as th e auprome 8xai%le o f
h u m i l i ty ,  B ê if -B C ô rif io ô #  and io v o ; an d  he l a  th u s  
l e d  on to  apeak o f  th o s e  d eep es t: and  h o l ie s t .
Ely a te  r i d  a o f  th e ' O h r iè t iç n  F a i t h ,  t  he\ In o h rn a  t i o n  o f  
th e ;  Boh o f  God# H is  v o lu n ta ry  s e l f H i s
O bedienoe ■’ev en  un to - -d e a th , yb b , the'-' d e a th  - o f ' th e  
O rbaa’ #"
tx i  p n r t l q u l à r ,  f o u r  o r i t l e a l  p h ra a a a  from  
v é r e e s  6 -y  w i l l  be d iaousaecl..
P h ilip p iah a=Û % 5 f f $
ToOto fpa-V&h'f: érT^  Ù uîV  S  X>K\
X^ffTTW hi<r0Vj OS JtÀOA^^ ûéâü U'ÏÏ<K^ %(AV
OU%. i^ ÙTfii^ JÀO-p A|<JlV®crO TO é-TW / /5 e (
to< ,O T C > "U  &K&VAA^&V U(^<P^V € o o K o u
6 V  ù jL to iÂ ja m T L  K P é > ^ i^ T i« P  j ^ p o ^ é -p c s ? ' \
The f i r s t  c r i t i o a l  p o in t  to  be  û is c ù a s é d  i s  j
c\ . ^. Ith e  word OS in  v e r s e  6 ; t o  whom does i t  r e f e r ,  th e  I
Logoa in c a r n a te  o r  th e . Logos b e fo re  in c a r n a t io n ?  J. . . . _ '"' 1
B ruce o u t l i n e s  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  th e p lo g ib e l  p o s i t i o n s  }
-i' Iw hich  seem to  goyerri i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  Of th e  w ord: H. . ' . ' . ' . i ' \|
il A<iwi ■# | » M  ,
■ . .  • , H1 "W hether P a u l i s '  u s in g ja n  a lroaciy  e x ia tin g v  tiyrnn .-j[ a s  B*: Lojmeyer- su g g e s tg .'. o f  ' n o t d o es  riot r e a l l y  m at te r : :  ' - we.', have ; th e  CpaGsage ' as. one o f  th é  key  ip o i n t s  o f  th e - 'A p o n tl^ ;^ :th eq lo g y * " P ran k s*  ’'--iiThe. D o c tr  in e  o f  -1 heR T r i n i t y . p# 28#
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"The o ld  o r th o d o x  L u th e ra n s  olxM st a s  a m a t te r  o f  
oota'Se r e p l y ,  ’The. s u b je c t  o o n e e rn in g  whom th e  
a f f i r m a t io n  I s  load# I s  th e  Logos in o a r i ia te  (en'«  ^
s a r k o s ) ,  th e  G h r is t  J e s u s :  th e  m eaning o f  th e
a p o s t l e  b e in g #  t h a t  th e  n^n  C h r i s t  %e$u$, 1)01% I n
the form of God, and gooBesalng as man divine
attributes, did nevertheless, while on e a r t h ,  make 
l i t t l e  or no u se  o f  these a t t r i b u t e  a ; but i n  e f f e c t  
emptied lilmeelf of them , and assumed s e r v i l e  form, 
and was in fashion and  habit a s  other men#^  The 
o ld  Reformed theologians, on the o th e r  hand, after 
the exem ple o f  the C hurch F a th e r s ,  with equal 
unanimity r e p ly ,  The s u b j e c t  of whom Paul speaks 
is  th e  ijQgoa b e f o re  inoarnation (amrkos) # the Son 
o f  God personally p r e - e x i s t  en t  b e f o re  He became 
man; and the sense id, that He b e in g  in the fo rm  o f  
Qod, subsisting a s  .a d iv in e  b e in g  b e fo re  the 
. i n c a r n a t io n ,  em p tied  H im eo lf, by b e in g  made in th e  
l i k e n e s s  o f  man, and  taking upon Him the form  o f  
a servarit*'* Aniong n%)dern: theqlcgian^# the advqeates 
o f  th e .k e n o .s is ,  i n  t h e  sen se  o f  à m e ta p h y s ic a l se lf-^  
e X in a n it lo n  o f  th e  LoHPS, W hether ■belonging to  the 
L u th e ra n  o r  to  th e  Reform ed c o n f e s s io n ,  s id e  w ith  
the Fathers and with the old Reformed dogmatists."^
1 B ru c e , The H u m ilia tio n  o f  C h r i s t # p# 9-10#.
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T he80 f ln & ù g ë  a r e  g iv e n  su p p o rt by  th e  fo l lo w in g
scholarB-who. .have-■ apociflqally-'atudieel' the paqaago: 
ÎDA.W». meyer,") M*R,. V l a e e h t L l g h t f o o t , . ^
Æ»Hit K ipÇâol.f* ÏÎ.A»A»: ' K em e.dy jf B DobraoyeB,^ 
a n d 'Ê» S a i 'n y i^ , 33*11# G if fo M ^  l ik e w is e  a g r a o s - th a t  
S s  i-s s a b j s c t  oÆ tooth , a t ç t e s  h u t  2 'é e ts  h la  .apguaen t
I /upon th e  word U J jtü H û X W V  i n  th e  ■ im p o rfo o t te n se #  • 
T h l8 'u s0 g 0  p o i n t s  t o  an in d d f;U ilto  G oritinuénéô o f  
b e ing*  I t  i s  e v id e n t ,  to o ,  # o m  th é  o f  th e
K en o tio  TEieory t h a t  K e n o t ic ia ta  a r c  o o im iittéd  to  
c o n s id e r  o s  a s  -a d u e l  sub j  oc t ,  fori i f  G h r is t  w ere 
n o t p% »0-exist0nt th e  Theory c o u ld  po t; even be- s ta te d #  
Thé î c é n o t l c i s t a  s p e c i f i c a l l y  .s tu d ie d  i n  t h i s  
t h e s i s  s u p p o rt  th e  -above o p in io n *  F s i r b a i r n  e n t e r s  
i n t o  no lo n g  ç k é g e t io a l  d i s s u a s i o n 'o f  th e  p a s sa g e
C*M* >**>.«»* *m4 j U ^  MW M l  lid*
1 M eyer, 'Goiimentary' on., th e  Bswf Té s t  am an t» P h i l ip p ia n  a and  G o lo 'ss ia ria , pp^
2 M#H*. ' V inebntThe\international, Qritiébl ObnÈiëhtany#Thé E p i a t  l e  a  to ,  t  hé - t é ' 5%.
3 L ig h t  f o o t ,  B a ln t  P au la 's  E n la t l e  to  th e  p h l l ln D la h s #P* -1 # *  ‘ -jn -.rv. r t h : ..-
h  M ichael#  Thé I f e f f a t t  New T estam en t Gommentary*The Èpl:a%W"^tq"'?Bc"%R$^ "
5 K ennedy, Thé EXnô s i  t o r t s  G reek T e s ta m e n t# The E p i s t lo  W  '''""
■6. Lô hiùéyer#, i '^ r ï b s .y j e s u s # p# ' '3 , fn*  ' 2#- '
7 R a i n y , , Thé'; i t e Q ù i t q r ’b. B ib le * T he■ % i s t l e  to  th ep h i i i p p ï a n s , '^ " ' '  '' ,
8 G iffo rd #  The I n c a r n a t io n # pp* 6 -9 .
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4h u t  r e f e r s  w ith  a p p a re n t  to  Mayor
v/hoGo views are Gtated above* Thomasluo# howsvor,
d o es  s t a t e  t h a t  im t o n ly  8  s  b u t  a l s o  th e  w W lo
o o n to x t o f  th e  paesagG  r e f e r s  to  O h r le t ’ s  p r e -
O xlG tehoe; " N lc h t  a i s o  àh  d o r B è a t l i^ u n g  doe
B ubjo icts eohdern  an dem g ah sen  I h h a l t  d e s  S à tz o s
o n t e c h e id e t  s i  ch  je n e  F ra 'ge*"^ Gore l ik e w is e  :
asGumes Q h r l s t ’^ G p re .* o x is te n c e  anci r a f e r e  to
%L lg h t f o o t  end B riioe p o r t io u lo r ly #  ■ F o r r e  a t  ahom iea 
w ith o u t q u e s t io n  th e  d i v i n i t y  o f  O h r is t# ^  F o r s y th  
d o es  n o t m en tio n  th e  p h l l ip p ia h ,  p o sse g è  s p e c i f l o a l l y ,  
y e t. i t  i s  o b v io u s  t h a t  he i s  aasm ning - th a t  h i s  
r e a d e r s  w i l l  khow w here he o b ta in e d  th e  w ord i(&VùJ<flS 
and to  whom i t  r e f e r s #  M ack in to sh , ivho r e p r e s e n t s  
th e  same " ty p e "  o f  Reno t i c  Theory i $  more e x p l i o l t :
" O h r is t#,.* *Gânie I n to  o u r  w o rld  fro m  a p re v io u s  s t a t e  
o f  D iv in e  e x ic t e n c e # " ? . From th e s e  s ta te m e n ts  and
H im  lu m  i I'l 1 1. 1 r #0   1 11*1 PM  (|| H
1 F a i r b a i r n ,  ü h r i s t  i n  - Modern T heology , n# 3Q9$ f r i . l .
2 T hom aslus# • Q h r i .s t i  B crson  :und iverk# 'p .  IbS# !
3 Gore# D i s s e r t a t i o n s * op* G i t* , pp% 8$-8g# , ;|
h  F q r r e s t ,  The A u th o r i ty  o f  G h r i s t# tf* 98# •
5 M ac k in to sh , The F erson , ' o f  ‘ J e s u s  o h r i .s t  # ' b# 66#
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from  th e  above v iew s 'o f  th e  Hew■ T estam en t B o lio la rs ,
I t  o a ii-b e -B a fé ly  a a s e r t e â  t h a t  th u s  f a r  th o r s  l a  no
p o in t  o f  dlarigroomgnt#- . . •
The soobrid , and  one. o f  th e  m ost Im p o r ta n t
p iiraee a  to  b e  o b n é id è re d , l a  € V û é ô U  *
T h e re -a re  n e a r l y  a s  many o p in io n s  a b o a t  th e  m eaning 
/o f  ju io p c p  a s  t h e f e  a r e  ooim m ntat'of a-#' y e t  some
b ro a d  l i n e s  o f  hgreeltent-: ban* be cirawri*' ' ’
do es n o t  mean th e  same th in g  a s  DUCTiDC o r  0  i S  #
Even th e  o l d  H èfo rm ed 'th b o lo g ia H  gdnohlds# ' w h ile
fo l lo w in g  th e  p a t r i s t i c  t r a d i t i o n  i n  th e  i n t e r
p r e t a t i o n  b f  th e  w ord , acknow ledges t h e ' d is t in g u is h ^
a b le n e s s  o f  th é  te rm s ,  and q u o te s  w ith  a p p ro b a tio n
'a 'p a s s a g e  from  b qbhteKTpbrdry, DariseuSj^ i n  w hich
> /th e y  a re  v e ry  c l e a r l y  d is t in g u is h e d #  OUür f-cc b e in g
/d e f in e d  b s  d e n o tin g  th e  naked  e s s e n c e , cpUiS^iS a s
th e  o u c r /o t  c lo th e d  w ith  i t s  e s s e n t i a l  p r o p e r t i e s ,
/and  |ulop<pTj a e  àdd iilg  to  th e  e s s e i r t i a l  arid n a t u r a l  
p r o p e r t i e s  o f  th e  e s s e n c e , o th e r  a c c id e n t s  w hich  
fo l lo w  th e  t r u e  n a tu r e  o f  a t h i n g ,  arid bÿ w h ic h / a s  
f e a tu r e s :  arid c o lo u rs #  DU«2T|o^ and  ffiwCT I S  a re■ I. r y
shaped  and d e p ic t  ad# 1 Thus u n d e rs to o d ,
p re su p p o s e s  Ol)<TI0< and C p U d " lS  , and y e t  i s
»»» # « # ,«
1 H ,0 * a . MquI q , g b m p p l M  ;8 tW tteS j. B» 92,, f n .  3 .
i s  r @ a l l ty : Ih " lœ n l f e s t a t i o n . «
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S ép a rab le  from  them ; i t  c a n n o t e x i s t  w ith o u t them*
The Bon o f  God, s u b s i s t in g  in  th e  form  o f  God,j  /m ust have posBOBsed d iv in e  O V (T  I oL and  d iv in e
b u t  i t  i s  c o n c e iv a b le  t h a t  r e t a i n i n g  th e  
/
^ u ^ r iS i
ÔUCTlûC and th e C p tk i /S  , Re m ig h t p a r t  w ith  th e  
j j lü p Ÿ ^  # And in p o in t  o f  fact, such a p a r t i n g  f o r  
a season w ith  th e  |UlOp(p)^  seems c l e a r l y  taught i n  
t h i s  p la c e .  The a p p a t le  o o n o e iv e s  o f  th e  
incarnation as an  exchange o f  d iv in e  form  f o r  th e  
human form  o f  e x is te n c e *  In w hat th e  th in g  parted 
w ith  p r e c i s e l y  c o n s i s t # ,  and what th e  dogm atic 
im p o rt o f  th e  exchange may be, are p o i n t s  open to  
debate* As to  the fo rm e r , we m ust be c o n te n t ,  
meantime, w ith  th e  g e n e ra l  statement t h a t  th e  thing 
renounced was n o t  d iv in e  essence, o r  a n y th in g  
b e lo n g in g  e s s e n t i a l l y  to th e  d iv in e  nature# The 
Logos remained w hat He was in  th e s e  r e s p e c t s  when He 
. became what He was n o t ;  e q u a l to  God i n  n a tu re  
( l & O S  W ) ,  while c e a s in g  f o r  a seaso n  to
f/ /Obe H is  e q u a l i n  s t a t e  { ? Maye r
1 B ru c e , Op* Git#, pp* 19-20# Some m en tio n  sh o u ldbe made o f  th e  p  lira a© to which B ruce h as  r e f e r r e d ;  
TO  jPetp Meyer (pp* 8 7 8^ 8 ),B ruce (p * 1 8 ), V in c e n t (pp.* 3 ^ ^ S 9 ) , and L igh tfooÀ(pp* 111-^ 112) f e e l  t h a t  r 3  eb-poti simply
r e p e a t s  th e  id e a  e x p re s s e d  W  érv p tck^ fi}  é e c Q  tirS tM im >  Kerinedy (pp# 4364437) , Michael (p.b9)\ and ' Lolmieyer (pp* 27 -29) do not. f e e l  t h a t  th e  two^ p h ra s e s ^ c a n  be éqU atqd and m b in ta in  t h a t  t o  potii s  t h a t  w hich i s  aw arded to  C h r i s t  
f o r  H is  obedience*: B ut no m a t te r  w hich o p in io n  i s  ' a c c e p te d # ''b o th ' r e c o g n is e  ' thë\. o r i g i n a l  d i v i n i t y  
o f  C h r i s t  and th u s  do n o t  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  a f f e c t  
t  ho argum ent f o r  o r  a g a in s t  th e  iR e n b tic  Theory* : ;
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i s  i n  ag reem en t W ith BHioe on th e  above -  "
# #.*is n e i t h e r  e g a iV à îà h t  t o ^ i ^ c r i s  o r  o u c r io < ,
nêk fC i* # * n o r to  s t a tu s *  * #• But |uiop<^ j^ wat>x>re aux:^pbses 
th e  d iv in e  # #*"  ^ -  b u t d i s a g r e e s
B ruoe by a s s e r t i n g  t h a t  i s  ah a p p r o p r ia te
o o n o re te  e x p re s s io n  f o r  th e  d iv in e  6 ' O '^  „ |
T h is  o p in io n  Mhyor s u p p o r ts  by g u o tin g  H eb rew s '1 :3  : j
( p r e a i c a t a d  o f  th e  ■ p r e - e x i s t e n t  ' ç M i s t ) ; ; ]
Tijs Sofi^s Ko(i Xof|3e<k'TMp 'tfjs utoervxc&kjs
Vf h i Oh he c ia im e  g i v e s 'a h  " e x h a u s tiv e  e x p la n a tio n " ?  ' . | 
o f  p o p < p r |  ô & û U  * % lnoent b e l i e v e s  t h a t  j
’*Mûp^pKj^ h e re  m eans t h a t  e x p re s s io n  o f  b e in g  |
w hich  i s  i d e n t i f i e d  w ith  th e  e s s e r i t i a i  h a tu re  hnd |
c h a r a c t e r  o f  God# and w hich r e v e a l s  i t # " ^  B ut
V in c e n t do es n o t in te n d  t h i s  to  Ooiivey a m ë ta p h y s io a l ]
' !o r  p h i lo s o p h ic a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  th e  p a ssa g e  -  J
"The im p u lse  to  t h e  h ig h e r  f l i g h t  i s  em o tio n a l j
r a t h e r  th a n  p h i lo s o p h ic a l* " ^  "The a p p l i c a t io n  o f  |
th e  te rm  K| ' to  God was p r i n c i p a l l y  a
1 Meyer
2 I b id .
3 I b id .
4 Y ince
5 Ib id »
 V n t#  Gp* Q lt* , p%)* 57-58,
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ra f lO Q tio n  o f  I t a  a p p lio a tlo m  to  a boiiclaorvant* 
O liriB t’ s  h u iîiiX ia tio à  was th e  domfnamt th o u g h t i n  
P a u l* 8 miiKijf anci th e  o f  m hônclso rvan t
th e r e f o r e  oeme f i r s t  I n  th e  o r â e r  o f  th o u g h t*  
fh e  id e a  o f  spm e  eirihocliment o f  th e  d iv in e  
p e r s o n a l i t y  was n o t a l t o g e t h e r  a h s e n t from  h ie  mind# 
b u t  jpLop P é -ô u  was o h l e f l y  a r h e t o r i c a l  
a n t i t h e s i s  to  |L A D p< p^:^ou)loU *t^ ‘^ V in c e n t i s  
l ik e y / is e  opposed  to  Moyer*a u se  o f  Ô o ^ o C  *
1  ^ however^ a p p l ie d  to  God i s  n o t  t o
e j  A ^  /1Ûbe i d e n t i f i e d  w i th  u O  r  ^  # #». Z jlO c  K  a t t a c h a s
to  D e ity i  p io p c p i^  i s  i d e n t i f i e d  w ith  th e  
in m o st b e in g  o f  B a ity *  wA @4 I s  and m ust be 
in c lu d e d  i n  Q é f o ü  ^ b u t  ^  D p o <  i s  n o t
pLCy(|>#j X iigh tf0o t i s  e c ju a lly  s p e c i f i c ;
he a g r e e s  w ith  B ruce ab o u t o u o - i o c  but believes 
refers to  God* s attributes: Though/  j  /pLOpŸ *1^p.Op^J  ^ i s  n o t  th e  same as ucri^  o r  QUO'/< 
yet th e  possession of the in v o lv e s
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  th e  O U ^ r a l s o :  f o r
im p l ie s  n o t th e  e x te r n a l  a c c id e n ts  but th e  
e s s e n t i a l  a t t r i b u t e s * *•* s i m i l a r  a l s o  i s  th e  term 
w hich a t*  a'ohn has  a d o p te d  to  e x p re s s  t h i s  t r u t h ,
1 V in c e n t ,  Op. Git*, pp . 79"*80*
2 Ibid*, p p . 80-81*
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0 ^ 0 / 0 5  TOW ïb-iUâi K'émie'ûy-re fu s e s ,  to
# /  ) /  /  c o n t r a s t  jU Lop^ Kj , O U O  104 , and  (pO  ^  ^  ,
f o r  h e  r a a l . i i t a i n a  t h a t  j u iO p ^ k | i n  i t s  p r e s e n t
o o n tW t i s  to p  g é n é r a l  ^ te rm  f o r  su ch  r e f i n e d
ooHippriponp#^ i b  f ^ r  # r é  p ro b a S w  t # t  % u i
u s e s  pLO pC p# h e re ; ' '*'in a ' l o p #  # ; p o p u la r  ' s e n s e ,  ^
a s  we use  "nature** * (Guarf^â;^^
He m eans, o f  c o u r s e ,  i n  th e  s t r lc - ^ e s t  se ù se  t h a t
th e  p ra -e X lB tii ig  G h r ie t  w sa Divine#: ' Dor pL*
alw ays s i g n i f i e s  a  fo rm  w h ic h . t r u ly  end f u l l y
e x p re s s e s  th e  W in g  w hich u n d e r l ie #  I t #  B ut i n
t r y i n g  to  r e a c h  a qohoop tIon  o f  th è ; p r o - e x i s t i n g
n a tu re  o f  b is : he i s  c o n te n t  to  th ln lt  o f  Him
a s  th e  61 K T O U  Q â ù iJ  (GoA# 1 ; 15 ) ,  a s  s h a r in g
i n  t h a t  5 O # #*whiqh i s  th p  :A s n ifé h ta t io h  o f
th e  b iv in e - n a tu r e  (of# John  17;5-, Héb#:.. I# .3 a s
p o s s e s s in g ,  t h a t  i s  t o  sày^ th e  sh r#  k in d  o f
e x i s t 6noh. %s*':God'  ^pOBseSsh'S^,. w ith o u t: - in d u lg in g
in  p e c u l a t i o n s  on th e  -.m etaphysical r é la - tio h s h lp
o f  th e  Son to  th e  D a th e r# "^  M ichae l c i t e s  b o th
1 B l#tfoot #\ Dpi Gitÿ ,' p# IIQ# Thls i s  a smi^ stÇ tem énit whiçÇ- 'iÇ  'supj^orW d'/by/.aY^ '
_ _ _ _ _  g u o té s  (• 'agreem é n t  w ith
2 K enne#;,: Dp#v ',pp#v
3 Ib id * ., p# *
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L ig h t  f o o t  and  Kennedy and a g re e s  w ith  th e  g e n e r a l  
a p p rC p h  o f  th e  l a t t e r ,  th o u g h  he nowhere s u p p o r ts  
th e  id e a  o f  a s  e q u iv a le n t  to  ^ o (
Lohnieyer a ls o  a g re e s , w ith  th e  e q u a tin g  o f  
and " n a tu r e "  ^ "Denn * G e s ta l t  * k a n n , w ie schon 
hervo rg eh o b en  ,  n ip  h t dps E lem ent besseichnen ,
I i n  dem* e in  w esen a x i s t i e r t  odo r d as  Bub s t r u t ,  au s  
dam e ln  B e s tin m te s  s i  eh  fo rm ti s i e  1 s t  s e lb s t  
e in  B ostiiim itas# Unci dennoch f o r d e r t  d iej-
P r% p o s ltlo n  *ia* d ie  g le lo h sa m  g e s t a l t l o s e ,  a b e r  
a l i a  W g lio lT k ê lte n  e in e r  G e s t a l t  i n  s io h  b e rg en d e  
unbe St immt he i t  e in e s  E lem en ts^ , So war e s  a In  
r i o h t i g e s  G o flih i, d a s s  s i t e  Kommentatpren I n  dem 
lyo rte  von d e r  G e s ta l t  den B e g r i f f  der g&ttlichen 
* I# tu r* ' fanden#"'^ R ainy  l ik e w is e  a g r e e s  t h a t  
"* * # th 6  e x p re s s io n  Ifo rm J sh o u ld  n o t  be u n d e rs to o d  
to  p o in t  to  a n y th in g  s u p e r f l o i a l ,  a c o i d e n t i a l ,  
superim ppsbd* Mo doubt i t  is  an expression w h ic h , 
d e s c r ib e s  th e  B e in g  by adverting to  th e  a t t r i b u t e s  
W hich, a s  i t  w ere# He wore# or was c lo th e d  w ith#
B ut th e  w ord c a r r i e s  us e s p e c i a l l y  to  th o s e  
a t t r i b u t e s  o f  th e  th in g  d o s c r ib e 4 which a r e  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c ;  by w hich i t  i s  p e rm a n en tly  
d i s t in g u i s h e d  to  th e  eye o r  to th e  mind; w hich
1 Ïjoteaeyèi*j b p , # t « , pp*
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d e n o te  i t s  t r u e  n a tu r e  b e c a u se  th e y  r i s e  o u t  o f  
t h a t  n a tu r e ;  th e  a t t r i b u t e s  wliiahi^ to  o u r m inds# 
expfesB  th e  essence,," '^  G if fo r d  o f f e r s  th e  m ost '
u n q o n ^ r o # s in g  p o s i t i o n  o f  a l l  th e  e x p o s i to r s ?
"D or th e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  * the form of God*^ i t  i s  
s u f f i c i e n t  to  say  t h a t  ( i )  i t  in c lu d e b  the v;hOle 
n a tu r e  and essen o o  o f  B a ity #  and  i s  in s e p a r a b le  ■ 
fro m  them# s in c e  th e y  q o u ld  have no a c tu a l  e x ts te n c o  
w ith o u t  it; a n d '(2 )  that i t  does n o t  in c lu d e  i n  
i t s e l f  a n y th in g  " a c c id e n ta l*  o r  s e p a ra b le #  such  
as particular modes o f  m n i f e s t a t i o n  o r  c o n d i t io n s  
o f  g lo r y  and  m a je s ty  w hich may at one tim e be 
a t t a c h e d  to  th e  *form* # a t  another s e p a ra b le  from  i t #  
(3) The son  of God c o u ld  n o t possibly divest H im se lf  
o f  H h e  fo rm  o f  God* a t  H is  In c a r n a t io n  w ith o u t  
th e re b y  c e a s in g  to  be  God: so t h a t  i n  a l l  in ter»^
p r e t a t i o n a  w hich assum e t h a t  * the  fo rm  o f  God* ' 
was laid aside, when * th e  fo rm  o f  a servant * was 
assumed# i t  is #  i n  f a c t#  however u n i n t e n t io n a l ly  
and u n p o n sc ip u s ly #  denied that Jesus d h r i s t  '
d u r in g  H is l i f e  on e a r th  was really and t r u l y  God#"'^ 
AS f o r  th e  k e n o t i c i s t s #  Thoraasius is  i n  
agreement w ith  M eyer; " B n t la e r t  aber h a t o r  s l c h  
der $ w ie d a r  a c g e n s a ts
(S ouA ou b ew e is t#  B ass ^ o p < f > i ^  v/eder g l e i c h
1 salay, .#8LË%Dq8ltor^ Bible. "The Kpistle to the
2 ^he .înh 'âP A atlob , p . 19 .
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O der noch  g l e i c h  s t a t u s  s e l#  so n d ern
d ie  form a , d ie  ju rsch o in u n g , w o rin  s lc h  jem and 
d a r s t e l l t #  b e s e ic h n e ,  d u r fe n  w ir  a l  s  gem éinsam es 
Hes u i t a t  d e r  n e u e re n  A uslegung u n s e r e r  S t e l l e n  
b e t r a c h te n ;  jLtOpcpl^ ^éO U isfcclaher#  w le Meyer e s  
auscirudkt#  d ie  gustandsfo rm #  dem Wcsen e n tsp re c b o n d  und 
deii g u s ta n d  d a r s t e l l e n d ,  o d e r g en au er#  d ie  dem we sen  
G o tte s  e n ts p re c h e n d e  l i e r r l l c h l m l t s g e s t a l t # von d e r  
(5 o ^ o4 n u r  d ad u rch  u n te r s c h le d e n ,  d a e s  h i e r  z u g le ic h  
d ie  E rscheijau ïig  d ié s e n  H e r r l ic h ic e i t  d e r  w e lt  gegnubor 
m it  e in b e g r i f f o n  s e in  w irc i, w ie a u s  dem Gegexisats
(S oi^^O U erhellté" '*  Gore te n d s  to  fo llo w  B ruce 
r a t h e r  th a n  M eyer; "G br 1 s t  J e s u s  pre<>-existed# he 
^ a u ^  d e c l a r e s ,  i n  th e  fo rm  o f  God. The word * form* 
t r a n s f e r r e d  from  p h y s ic a l  shape to  s p i r i t u a l  ty p e ,, 
d e s c r ib e s  a s  a t .  P a u l u s e s  i t #  a lo n e  o r  i n  
G om position# w ith  u n ifo rm  a c c u ra c y  ^  th e  perm anen t 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  a t h i h g ." ^  " The q u e s t io n  has been  
asked# D oes B t. P a u l im p ly  t h a t  J e s u s  G h r is t  abandoned 
th e  piOpipi^ (^60U T I th in lc  all we can  c e r t a i n l y  
say  i s  t h a t  He i s  c o n c e iv e d  to  have em p tied  H im se lf 
o f  th e  c d v in e  mode o f  e x is te n c e  ( ^  )# so
f a r  a s  was in v o lv e d  i n  H is  r e a l l y  e n te r in g  upon th e  
human mode o f  e x i s te n c e  ( pO p<pK | ) .  B t. P a u l does 
n o t u se  h i s  te rm s  w ith  th e  e x a o tn e s s  o f  a p r o f e s s io n a l
1 T hpm asius, op . O i t .#  Bk.XX# p . 150.
2 Gore# 3)1 s s e r t  a t  io n s  # p p . 884.89.
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l o g i c i a n  o r  s c h o l a s t i c . " ^  D o r re s t  m a in ta in s  t h a t  
Q é ^o U rn u B t be u n d e rs to o d  i n  c o n t r a s t  to  
p .C |D (p^ | & )v ^ % th a t  th e  a ssu m p tio n  o f  th e  l a t t e r #  th e  
s e r v a n t ’ s  fo rm  o f  e x is te n c e #  im p lie d  th e  r e n u n c ia t io n  
o f  i t s  a n t i t h e s i s #  th e  d iv in e  f o r m 'o f  e x is te n c e  o r  
d iv in e  « In  t h a t  c a s e  th e  jLLOji) <p < ^ 6 d u
u ^ a l l y  r e g a rd e d  a s  e s s e n t i a l l y  ic lo n t ic a l  w ith  
6I*V<XI I O o (  abôVe fn# l  p.21$Q# Hor i s
t h i s  m eaning s u b s t a n t i a l l y  a l t e r e d  even i f  a s  someN ^  J/ / \  mh o ld  TO  ^ ^ ^ r e f o r s  n o t  to  th e  e q u a l i t y
w ith  God w hich  w as O h r i s t ’ s  by r i g h t  and w hich  He
y ie ld e d  up# b u t  t o  th e  e g u a l i ty  w ith  God w hich would
become H is# a s  acknow ledged  L ord  t liro u g h  th e  S e l f -
em pty ing  o f  t h b  In c a rn a tio n #  " ^  M abk in tosh  f e e l s
t h a t  jL iop< pt^  d e s c r ib e s  a " q u a l i ty "  o r  e x i s te n c e ’?
" C h r is t .# #  came i n t o  o u r w o rld  from  a p r e v io u s  s t a t e
o f  D iv in e  e x i s t e n c e ;  i n  t h a t  e s t a t e  He p o s s e s s e d
s e l f - c o n s c io u s  in d e p e n d e n t l i f e #  w ith  a w i l l  t h a t
r u l e d  i t  s e l f ;  ’ a w i l l  t h a t  m igh t have b een  e x e r te d  i n
O th e r  im des# b u t a c t u a l l y  was e x e r te d  i n  t h i s  mode o f
s e l f - a b h é g a t io n #  I t  i s  a s s e r t e d . . . t h a t  b e fo re  He
came a s  man C h r i s t ’ s  l i f e  was D iv in e  i n  q u a l i t y ;  n o t
m e re ly  l i k e  God# b u t p a r t i c i p a n t  i n  H is  e s é e n t i a l/
a t t r i b u t e s  ( ^  )* "3  Thus f a r  th e r e  i s
1 G o re , B l s s e r t a t i o n a t  8 9 , f o ,  1 . Gore th e nr e f e r s ,  t i ie  r e a d e r  t o  B ruhë,
2 m # r@ $ tp ,O p ;b i t . , p i  99 l3 MacKlntoish| Gp* Gif*, 66-6?.
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ag reem en t be tw een  C oim aehtators and  IC e n o tic iS ts  ^
/ d o es  c a r r y  w ith  i t  th e  id e a  o f  " e s s e n t i a l  
n a tu re "  a s  opp o sed  to  0 |4ÛI CJ juCo<s and  K| jX *
The o n ly  p o in t  o f  m arked d isa g re e m e n t c o n c e rn s  th e  
e u q a tin g  o f  and ^  # The m a jo r i ty
o f  s c h o la r s  a re  ^ ag a in s t such  an  e g u a tio n  and  c i te #  
a s  V in cen t#  th e  f a c t  t h a t  ( 5 o  ^  <=<. " a t t a c h e s  to  
Deity."** In  any ev en t#  those who do su p p o r t  th e  u se  
o f  6*0 s u p p o rt  t h e i r  p o s i t i o h  by q u o tin g
Hebrews, l î 3 ( p r e d ic a te d  of Ghrist) a s  th e  d e f i n i t i o n  
of jAopcpi  ^ OeoG iAifc^v^eicrjjic^ T?]i 
K«xl XcKpo^ KTTMp Ttfs UTfOiTT^ cK ^ 'àr^S cKu naaj 
b u t  does n o t th e  K%<# separate by ad d in g  ( a s  o pposed  
to  e q u a tin g )  th e  " g lo ry "  and th e  " Stamp"^ T h is  
v e r s e  c a n n o t bé th o u g h t of a s  p ro o f  f o r  a s
a t o t a l l y  i n c l u s i v e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  ,
The t h i r d  p h ra b è  t o  be c o n s id e re d  i s  & o C u 7 * 0 " l ^  
t  T h is  i s  o b v io u s ly  the key phrase in
th e  whole p a ssag e #  Lohmeyer* s  c r l t i c i s i a  i s  th e  most 
c o n c is e  and^ m ost o o % l e t e ? "D ie B edeutung von
i s  s w e i f o l io s  die von ’e n t l e e r c n ’ ; s i e  
r u f t  das Slid e in c s  G bfSsseS  wach# d e sse n  I n h a l t  a u s -  
g e s q h u t to t  w ird#  so d a ss  d ie  Dorm orhalten b le ib t#
Wo 11 t é  man auch  h i e r  i n  a tren g em  S in n e  d as  B i ld
1 See above*
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d u ro h f lib ren# so m usato  e in  B tw as angobbar s e ia #  clas 
i n  d é e s è r  B ntX eerung gew ahrt b l ie b e #  imd d ie s e s  B tw as 
k o n n te  n u r d ie  g o t t i i d b e  G e s ta l t  s e i n ,  " i n  d e r"  . 
G b r is tu s  i s t a  Abèr geracle d i s s e  G e s ta l t  w ird  
ab ge tan*  ao w ind b i e r  g u n a c h s t b a s t a t i g t #  da a s
Itder B e g r i f f  d a r  G e s ta l t  s id b  n i e h t  .m it dem A u sse ran  
d e o k tf  das, s e lb a t  varunderlieb e in  unver^nderliohes 
In n e r#  u ra s o h l ie s s t ;  i n  ibm i a t ,  was in n e n  i s t>  aiioh 
a u ssa n  an d , was a u ssa n  i s t ,  auch  innen#  D ie  G e s ta l t  
i s t  d a s  we sen  s a lb s t#  Dann kann auch  d as  W ort 
) f ( tV O U V  ^ u r  im  B inne e in e r  v H ll ig e n  F re is g a b e ,  e in a s  
r e s t l o s e n  B ich  o p fa rn s  v o rs ta n d c n  warden# M it andaren 
W ort a n , a s  i s t  k a in  m yth! sober# sp n d arn  t r o t s  o d o r 
auch  g e ra d e  wegan d a r  m yth iachon  B r^ahlU ng ©in r e i n  
a th is O h e r  B e g r if f#  Bo vbrbindat d ie  Bph&% des 
G fS ttlio h en  and M en sch lich en  n io h ts #  was s lc h  . 
a u b s ta n ^ a r t ig  e r h a l t ,  s o n d e r n .a l l e in  tie r S in n  d e r 
a t  h i  sc  hen Tat# In  a l l e r  ’V erw andlungt l a s s t  s l c h  a l s o  
n io h t  n ach  dem ô u b s ta i i t i à le n  Moment f ra g e n #  dbs i n  
i h r  b e h a r r t*  Es 1 s t  d e r  tie fe  B inn d i e s e s  Aimtpucks, 
da as e r  d ie s e  Drage n i o h t  konnt#  Wo h i  s in d  d ie  bel den 
B elch e  von o B ttl ic h e m  ubd M ensch llchqp  s u b s t a n t i a l  . 
g e so h ie d e n ; d i# s e  s u b a t a n t i a l e  Boheidung i s  auch  
unilberbr*uokbar# Was a b e r  d i s s e  t i e f s t e  K lu f t  und 
was a le  a l l s I n  u b erw in d e t#  1 s t  d ie  R e in h e i t  d es  
s i t t l i q h e n  H andelns# Dooh d ie s e  T a t d es  Bioh-opferns
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g e g c h io h t  (lu rch  c in e  g a t t i i o h e  C fc s ta l t | bù h a t  s i c  
geracie i n  d è r  Aufgaba i h r e r  s e l b s t  ^eiai m m B  sub s tu n t  iu* 
l e a  D â së in  l&Ù SChçffen# Is- I q t  d ie  ’K h e o E itsg e s ta lt’ . 
ÉQ- t r % t  c tie se  auch  e ln e  é ig e n t% # ic h è  D o p p e ih e it  
an  s lc h ;  weiX d ie  T at e t  h i so he BétSUïig l e t #  d e s h a lb  
i\'st ee  e i i i  und clerae ibe#  d e r  v ô rh ê r-  ’.in  g a t tX ic h e r  
G e s t a l t  w ar * # j é t g t  é t a i t  a in e s  I th ech tee*  annirmnt*. 
W eil d ie é è è  *%Minelmân* e in  s u b e ta n t ià ie B  A n d areee in  
e c h a f f t#  'd e s h a ib  l e t  é ê  ^ u g le ic h  ain- #ndcrar-* Es 
i s t  d e u t i i e h f  v i e  au ch  h i e r  d e r  Tÿpua d es  Denlcene 
d e r  g ie ic h e  i s t  v/ie i n  den i r  a n is e  hen Rons a p t  ionen#
80 w ind a b e r  d è s  *Ahnehmen d e r  l î n a c h t s g e s t a i t ’ f u rI
m an sch iich e  Augan z\x  ainem  u n b a g r a i f l ic h e n  wundar# 
o s  l e t  aben  d êé h a ib  d a s  g ë t t i i c h  SotviTandigé und 
g ile ichsèm  B a ib s tv e rs ta n d X io h e #  DarUm webt m a-d ie se 
G e s t a l t  e in e  a ig a n tu rn lia h e  D o p p e ih e it#  B enn d i e s e r  
’Kneaht* iè tu u m  d e r  T a t  d e r  Kano se  w llX on e in  a n d e re r  
a l s  e r  e r s c h e in t  -  a b e r  d ie s e s  E rsc h e in e n  h a t dan 
v o l ie n  S in n  gc  sc h ie  h tX ic  h e r  w irk llc W c a it ' and  e r  
e r a c h e in t  ©in a n d o re r  s i s  a r  i s t #  8e in 'A n d e r s s e in  
1s t  d as  g & t t l ic h e  G aheim nis s e in e s  m an seh iio h en  
Da s a in s #  a s  i s t  g la io h sa m  i n  ihm v e rb o rg an ." '*
Bruce* s p o s i t i o n  i s  s im i l a r  to  t h a t  o f  Lobineyer’ s# 
f o r  i t# , too#, em phasizes th e  a th ia a X  n a tu r e  o f  th e  
k e n o s is#  However# Brue© f e e l s  t h a t  P a u l’ s  e inphasis
1 liohraeyej?, Op, o i t , ,  pp. 3^ i-'*35*.
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i s  tw o fo ld ,  n o t  o n ly  w hat was c r e a te d  ( th e  "Annehmen")
b u t  a l s o  w hat was oraptled# " ‘£ r< u T o V  ù K ê v è O é é V - ^
He em p tied  H im se lf -  t h a t  .was th e  f i r s t  g r e a t  a c t
by w hich th e  m ind o f  th e  son  o f  God was re v e a le d #
W herein  d id  th e  y c & l / c o n s is t? #  •# The A p o s tle
g iv e s  a tw o fo ld  answ er; one h av in g  r e f e r e n c e  to  th e
p re -^ e x is te n t  s t a t e ,  th e  o th e r  to  th e  sp h e re  o f
C h r i s t ’ s hunian h is to ry #  W ith r e f e r e n c e  to  th e
fo rm e r , th e  k e n o s is  s i g n i f i e d  a f i r m  d e te rm in a t io n
n o t  to  h o ld  f a s t  and  s e l f i s h l y  c l i n g  to  e q u a l i t y
o f  s t a t e  w ith  God# Thus I  u n d e r s ta n d  th e  w ords 
OU9C ji'fj'e-o<r'o r è  e)Vi<i féii( /Pé-é.
"The, k e n o s i s # # # is  n e x t r e p r e s e n te d  p o s i t iv e ly #  w ith  
r e f e r e n c e  to  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  e x i s t e n c e ,  a s  o o n s iO tin g  
in  th e  a ssu m p tio n  o f  th e  form  o f  a s e r v a n t ,  and in  
b e in g  made i n  th e  l i k e n e s s  o f  man# MopcpKjip
t v  OyC! COjKtkTL k'Vpjâ£OTa)'P yâVOJJâPoS. 
The e t h i c a l  q u a l i t y  o f  C h r i s t ’ s  human l i f e  i s  
d e s c r ib e d  i n  th e  fo rm e r o f  th e s e  two c la u s e s ;  th e  
f a c t  Of H is  beqom ing im n  i s  r e f e r r e d  to  i n  th e  
l a t te r # # # #  The o r d e r  in  w hich th e  tv/o c la u s e s  
a r e  a r ra n g e d  i s  r h e t o r i c a l  r a t h e r  th a n  lo g ic a l#
T hat i s  p la c e d  f i r s t  w hich i s  o f  m ost im p o rtan ce  to
1 B ru ce , pp.# p i t # , p# 17*
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th e  p iirposc#  é M eÿer’ o p o s i t i o n  c o m p le te ly
ps u p p o r ts  t h a t  q f .B ru c e #  , V in c e n t l ik e w is e  a g r e e s  
w ith .B ru c e  end  Lohm eyer, b u t ad d s  t h i s  oonmients 
<'£9<UT(aV é K â V ü J  û ' é l P  tto t u sed  o r  ijn te iid ea  
h e re  i n  a m e ta p h y s ic a l  se n se  to  d e f in e  th e  
l i m i t a t i o n s  o f  Q l i r i s t ’;s in c a r n a te  s t a t e ,  b u t  a s  a 
s t r o n g  and  graphic< e x p re s s io n  o f  th e  c o n ÿ le tc h e s s  
o f  h i s  s e l f - r e n u n c ia t io n *  I t  ih c lu d e s  a l l  th e  
d e t a i l s  o f  h u m il ia t io n  w hich f o l lo w , and  i s  
d e f in e d  by th e s e # " ^  "The word j^ K 6 l/A /< )"6 1 ^ d o e s  
n o t  i n d i c a t e  a s u r r e n d e r  o f  d e i t y ,  n o r a p a r a l y s i s  
o f  d e i t y ,  n o r  a change o f  p e r s o n a l i t y ,  n o r  a b re a k
1 B ru ce , Op* O i t# , p* 20," T h is  p a ssa g e  b r in g s  b e fo re  u s  th e  I n c a r n a t io n  o f  th e  Son o f  GOd a s  à v o lu n ta ry  a c t  o f  s e l f -  em ptying^ I t  has been  i n  e v e ry  p lifaae  and  a lio o s t e v e ry  w ord th é  b a t t l e  g ro u n d  o f  s c h o la r s ,  a s  th o u g h  P a u l  w ere h e re  g iv ib g  d e f i n i t i o n s  w ith  th e  p r e c i s io n  o f  d o g m a tic s , and n o t i n  iïïQ passioned lan g u ag e  p r e s e n t in g  a sub lim e m o ra l exam ple f o r  human im ita tio n * : ’Have t h i s  niindin  y o u , w hich vas a ls o  i n  d h r i s t  J e s u s ’ m ig h t have w arned  th e  s c h o la s t i c  th e o lo g ia n  o f f  th e  
g round*" A* 11* G a rv ie , s t u d i e s  o f  P a u l and  H is  GO W e i ,  p* 115* Also E* D ig g es  La Touche* The P e rso n  o f  G h r is t  i n  Modern T h o w h t# p* 3ÜoT
2  M eyer, Op* O i t* , %)p* 894,90*
3 V in c e n t , op* O i t* , p . 59*A*:B* G a rv ie ,  S tuc iiea  o f  P a u l  and  H is  G o s p e l* p*117, J*F* B et hune-Bakbr'# iUi In t i^ d U c tib n  t b  t  he E a r ly  H is to r y  o f  G hflst^ ian  D o c t r in e # p . 296 .
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i n  th e  c o n t i n u i ty  of OQlf-*consoioush0ss*^  G h r i a t ’ s
c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  d e i ty  was n o t suspended  d u r in g
»h i s  e a r t h ly  l i f e *  He knew t t i a t  he came from  God
and w ent to  God; t h a t  he had g lo r y  w ith  th e  F a th e r
b e fo re  th e  w o rld  w as, and  w ould r e c e iv e  i t  b a c k .
B ut he was made i n  a i l  th in g s  l i k e  u n to  h i s  breth*& n." '^
L ig h t f o o t  i s  i n  ag reem ent g e n e r a l l y  w ith  th e  above
p o s i t i o n s  and ad d s  t h i s  coiimient: "The em phatic
■ ' c /p o s i t i o n  o f  6 ^  u  T 0 3 / p o i n t s  to  th é  h w i i l l a t i o n
o f  o u r L o rd  a s  v o lu n ta r y # s e lf - in m o s e d *" ^ Kennedy
a ls o  d e fe n d s  th e  above argum ent and l i s t s  Meyer
•3and B ruce s p e c i f i c a l l y  a s  sux^port*-'^ Iv lichael, 
t o o ,  a g r e e s :  "W hatever may have b een  th e  e x a c t
m eaning th e  A p o s tle  a t t a c h e d  to  th e  w ords em p tied  
h im s e l f , be g o e s  on to  t e l l  t h a t  i t  was by t a k in g  
th e  n a tu r e  o f  a s e rv a n t  t h a t  G h r is t  d id  em pty 
h im se lf* "^  M ichae l a ls o  s t r o n g ly  r e j e c t s  any
1 V in c e n t ,  Op* O i t . , p p . 89f*90* ,
2 L lg h fo o t ,  Op* O it# ,  Pi 112 . A lso E*H# G if f o r d ,op, Oit#, p# 37*
3 K ennedy, Op, G it,- , p* ^37*
k  M ic h a e l, Op# O i t , ,  p# 91# M ic h a e l’ s o p in io nr e c e iv e s  a t  l e a s t  p a r t i a l  su p p o rt from  VAii# B r ig h t :  " I t  was sq le lÿ v W ith .,re fe rQ n cQ  to  and i n  th e  hum anity  t h a t  th e  ’K e n p s ia ’ o p e ra te d #  T h is  i s  i n d i c a t e d  by 8 t# ..B a u l’ s  c o n s t r u c t io n :  ’He e i ï^ t ie d  H im se lf t a k in g  on Him th e  form  o f  a s e r v a n t ’ ;j u s t . a s  He f u r t h e r  ? hum bled H im se lf ^  becom ingo b e d ie n t ,  even u n to  d e a th ’ ,  e tc#  T h e .a c t  o f  , ’ s e l f - to i ï^ ty in g ’ and th e  a c t  o f  ’ s e l f - h u m i l i a t i o n ’ a r e  d ep e n d en t o n , a re  m easu red  b y , th e  assu m p tio n  
o f  hum anity  and th e  en d u ran ce  o f  th e  c ro ss#They do n p t  e x te n d  r e s p e c t i v e l y  beyond e i th e r #Thus th e  ’K e n o s is ’ d id  n o t to u c h  th e  D iv in e  sp h e re  
in  w hich  o u r  L o rd .c o n tin u e d  to  l i v e  and  e n e rg is e * "  
Wm# B r i g h t ,  Waymarks in  C hurch H is to r y , p. 386* .
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p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a m e ta p h y s ip è l i n t e r p r é t a t i o n  o f  th e
p a s s a g e :  " I t  i s  e v id e n t  t h a t  th e  p ro  s e n t  p a s s a g e
s u p p l ie s  b u t  l i t t l e  fo u n d a tio n  f o r  th e  é la b o r a to  
theox’ie 's  t h a t  a re  c a l le c t  ’k e n o t i c % Nor do th e s e  
t h e o r i e s  a f f o r d  u s  much h e lp  i n  o u r  en d eav o u r to  
u n d e rs ta n d  th e  p e rso n  o f  o u r G if  f o r d ,  on th e
a c t  o f  k e n o s i s # q u o te s  w ith  a p p ro v a l th e  synod  o f
A n tio ch  (A*Dt 26$)  "^he  LOgOsl e n lp tie c i i l im a e lf  from
' ob e in g  on an  e q u a l i t y  w ith  God#*."'" R ain y  b e s t  sums
up th e  p o s i t i o n  for th e  e x p o s i to r s :  ’He em p tied
H im se lf* ’ " I t  seems t o s t  c e r t a i n ,  on th e  one hand ,
t h a t  t h i s  c an n o t im p o rt t h a t  He who Was w ith  God and
wàs'jGod c o u ld  renounce  H is  own e s s e n t i a l  n a tu r e  and.
c e a se  to  be ib iv in e * . ;*•
"on th e  o th e r  hand , we a re  to  bew are o f  w eakening
uhdiily  t h i s  g r e a t  te s tim o n y .: C e r ta in ly  i t  f i x e s  o u r
th o u g h ts  on t h i s ,  at l e a s t , t h a t  our Lord, by becoming
man. had fox' H is .-  tx 'u ly  f o r  H is# th e  e x p e r ie n c e  o f' W ' r  '  mu  m n > *  ^
human l i m i t a t i b n ,  human w eakness and iràpoVGX'istoent,' 
hum an.doÿGndènôe, ' human' s ù b jo c t io h ,  s i n g u la r ly  
c o n t r a s t i n g  w ith  th e  g lo r y  and ;p len itiid 6  o f  th e  fo rm  o f
God.," 3
1 Micilael, Op. Cit*' Pr giiALapinie Clmroh AuartorlyReviewi, ktattr 1899 qUotine Otm%e" by stubbs» Bp.’df oxford. V»- 351.- %ho jiiacTOsltogy Times.
2 Gifford, The Incarnation. pp. 37“*3B.
3 Rainy, The Expositor’s Bible, "The Epistle to thePhiiippians"7 i>pV 118^ 119#
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At t h i s  p o in t  m ost o f  th e  K o n o t io l s ta  a re  f o r c e d  
to  p a r t  GOtoany v / l th  th e  o o m e n ta to r s ;  f o r  In  o r d e r  to
s t a t e  th e  K en o tic  T h eo ry , a l i t e r a l  and  m e ta p h y s ic a l
c \  / /i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  ù H é V ü M fé V X s  n e c e s s a ry .
Thomasi.ue s t a t e s ;  "Den A k t, uin den e s  s io b  h ie r  
h a n c le lt ,  b e z e ic h n o t  d e r  A p o ste l à l s  otnjâ-PCt^T^V âK&MÛUT^^ 
id. h . s i c  h e n t l e e r e n ,  a in e s  w irlc liq h e n  B e s i t s e é  s i c  h 
e n ta u s s e r n ,  sa e x s p o l i a r e .^^ "D ie K t l ^ i j ü < [ l S  isb c iie  
V ertau sch u n g  d e r  a in e n  E x i s t ensforrii m it d a r an d e rn ; 
j e n a r  s ic h  en tX eo rond  b a t C h r i s tu s  dagegen  l e t z t e r e  
anganoripen; s i a  i s t  a l s o  e in  Alct f r ô l e r  E a lb .s ty e r -  
lau g n u n g , d e r  zu  s o i  non b a i  dan Moment en d ie  
V a rz ic h tiin g  a u f  d ie  g B t t l i o h a ,  ü m  a l s  Q o tte  su s te h o n d o  
H e r r l i c b k e i t s g a s t a l t , iind d ie  Annahme d e r  m e n sq h lio h -  
be so h r W ç to n  and b ec ling ton  L e b a n s g o s ta l t  hat,"*^
Gore does n o t draw th e  l i n e s  o f  d e f i n i t i o n  q u i te  so 
s h a rp ly  a s  T hom asius. To be s u r e ,  he does c o n c e iv e  
o f  th e  k e n o s is  i n  m e ta p h y s ic a l  te rm s  -  "F o r lo v e  o f  u s 
He a b ju re d  th e  p r e r o g a t iv e s  o f  e q u a l i t y  w ith  GocU 
By Lin a c t  o f  d e l i b e r a t e  s e l f - a b n e g a t io n ,  He so em p tied  
H im se lf  a s  to  assume th e  perm anent c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
o f  th e  hujYian o r  s e r v i l e  l t f e # " 3  B u t, th e  k e n o s is  
a f f i m e d  i n  th e  Hevi? T estam ent i s  n o t  an  a b s o lu te  one 
b u t r e l a t i v e  to  th e  sp h ere  and p e r io d  o f  th e
1 T hom asiua, Dpi •G it* , p.. 150*
2 I b id * , p* 151* '
3 G ore , D i s s e r t a t i o n s * p . 89.
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4In c o rm it lo n .  F o r r e s t  r e a l i z e s  th e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  o f
th e  p o eseg e  and r e c o g n iz e s  t h a t  P a u l i s  n o t w r i t in g
" w ith  th e  t e c h n ic a l  e x a c tn e s s  o f  a m é ta p liy s io itm ." ^
The P h i l i p p i a n  p a s sa g e  has  m oaning o n ly  i n  so f a r  a s
i t  i s  s u p p o r te d  by th e  whole o f  u c r ip tu r o ,  " I f ,
th e n ,  we a r e  e n t i t l e d ,  a f o r  th e  m anner o f  th e  e a r ly
C o u n c ils ,  to  a p p ly  t o  Him th e  c a te g o ry  o f  d i v i n i t y ,
we a r e  co i% )e lled , i f  wo.vi'ould be t r u e  to  th e  f a c t s ,
to  acknow ledge t h a t  H is  d i v i n i t y  was s e l f - r e s t r a i n e d
w ith in  th e  l i m i t s  and c o n d i t io n s  o f  h u m a n ity ."^
/F o r r e s t ,  a s  Thome s i  u s  and  G ore , c o n s id e r s  th e  \< à V iû é is  
a s  a m e th p h y s io a l aot^^ i n  w hich C h r i s t  " i n  o r d e r  to  
become ton*  # #mo de an  u n sp ea k ab le  s u r re n d e r  o f  some 
d iv in e  p r e r o g a t iv e s *  * Macki nt osh^ i n s i s t i n g  a s  
he does upon th e  e t h i c a l  n a tu r e  o f  th e  p a ssa g e  s t i l l  
a d m its  th e  n e c e s s i ty  o f  a m e ta p h y s ic a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  
o f  th e  p a s s a g e ;  "The c r u c i a l  f a c t  i s  t h a t  th e  a p o s t l e ,  
even  th o u g h  r e f r a i n i n g  from  s p e c u la t io n  a s  to  th e  
r e la t io n s h ip )  to  God o f  th e  E te r n a l  8 o n , d o es  not=
1 G ore , D i s s e r t a t i o n s # p ,  91#2 F o r r e s t ,  Op* O i t# ,  p# 99#
3 I b id # ,  p# 100#
k  The la c k  o f  " t e c lm ic a l  e x a c tn e s s "  m en tio n ed  above d o es  n o t  a f f e c t  th e  m e ta p h y s ic a l  n a tu r e  o f  th e  a c t  b u t only, th e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  the- ac t#  In  such  a manner: F o r r e s t  i s  a b le  l e g i t i im tG ly  :to s o f te n   ^s e l f - e m p ty in g ’ i n t o  ’ S e l f '^ r e s t r a in in g .  ’
5 F o r r e s t ,  pp# O i t# , p#
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sextuple to  d e s o r lb o  Hlm a s  s u b s i s t i n g  i n ,  and th e n  
g iv in g  u p , ’ a b e in g  so i n  th e  form  o f  God t h a t  to  be 
e q u a l w ith  Him io  a th in g  o f  n a t u r e ’ . lie to o k  a 
l i f e  o f  manhood th ro u g h  th e  a b d ic a t io n  o f  i n f i n i t e  
g lo r y .  And th e  i m t i f  o f  th e  p a s sa g e  -  m o ta p h y s io a l 
o n ly  so. fax» a s  i t  l a  e t h i c a l  -  l i e s  i n  th e  subdu ing  
th o u g h t t h a t  when f t  was open to  O h r is t  ap to  em ploy 
th e  pov/era o f  H is  inhex’o n t ly  D iv in e  d ig n i ty  a s  to  * 
i n s i s t  on b e in g  w o rsh ip p ed  a a God, He cho se  to  r e a c h  
t h i s  supreme p o s i t l o n ,  o f  L o rd sh ip  acknow ledged  
u n iv e r s a l ly ^  by th e  p a th  o f  lo w l in e s s ,  o b e d ie n c e , and 
d ea th*"^
Thoug.hr one m ust adm it s e v e r a l  in d iv id u a l
/i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  o f  th e  K & i / u / e / s  , th e  g e n e r a l  p a t t e r n  
i s  oleg^r# G om m entators and K e n o t io i s ta  a l i k e  f i n d  
t h a t  th e  p rim a ry  em p h asis  o f  th e  p a ssa g e  i s  an 
e t h i c a l  one w hich p o in ta  to  G h r i s t ’^ s ’ h u m i l i a t io n ’ # 
A f te r  t h i s  p o in t  theix» o p in io n s  a r e  d iv id e d .  The 
com m entato rs m a in ta in  t h a t  no s p e c i f i c  m e ta p h y s ic a l  
co n c e p t was in t e n d e d -ân th e  p a s s a g e ;  th e  K e n o t ic lo t s  
m a in ta in  t h a t ,  even th o u g h  n o t e x p l i c i t ,  t h i s  p a ssa g e  
c r y s t a l l i z e s  th e  d o c t r in e  o f  k e n o s is  w hich  x'uns 
throu£»;hout th e  Hew T es tam en t. G iv ing , th e  K e n o t i c l s t s  
ev e ry  b e n e f i t  o f  th e  d o u b t, I t  v/oUld s t i l l . b e  t im e ,
1 M ac k in to sh , Op. O i t . ,  p .  67#
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t h a t  a m e ta p h y s ic a l ,  k c i io t ic  i n t o r p r c t a t i o n  o f  th e  
paB sage i e  h o t  I n e v i t a b l e  and t h a t  s u b a t e n t i a t i o n  
w ould be n eeded  from  a o r ip tu r e  and  th e o lo g y * ' But 
such  B u b e ta n t ia t io n ,  a s  shown i n  th e  o a r l i e r  c h a p te r s  
o f  t h i s  s tu d y , i s  n o t , a v a ila b le *
The f o u r th  c r i t i c a l  plnr-ase a f f e c t i n g  th e  k e n o t io  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  th e  p a ssa g e  i s
"The b e s t  c lu e  to  th e  n a tu re  o f  th e  r i c h e s  re n o u n c e d , 
th e  g lo r y  fo re g o n e ,  th e  form  l a i d  a s i d e ,  i s  th e  
6 o u A o w  to  w hich th e  û é o u  a ta n d s
opposed# We have to  c o n s id e r  w hat was in v o lv e d  i n  
t h i s  s e r v i l e  s t a t e ;  and i f  we f i n d  t h a t  l i m i t a t i o n  
o f  d iv in e  a t t r i b u t e s ,  ouch a s  know ledge , ex p o su re  to  
te m p ta t io n ,  l i a b i l i t y  to  th e  c u r s e  p ronounced  on man 
f o r  s i n , ,  h a rd s h ip s  su p p ly in g  se v e re  t e s t s  ôa? o b e d ie n c e , 
w ere a l l  in v o lv e d  i n  i t ,  and n e c e s s a ry  to  i t s  
com plo t one SB and  th o ro u g h n e s s , -  th e n  we may i n f  er^ t h a t  
the..j^opcp>^ & â O U  fo rm s a c o n t r a s t  to  th e  
S o u A o u  in  a l l  th o s e  r e s p e c t " I n  p a t r i s t i c
l i t e r a tu r e _ ju lo p ( p K | < S ou /\C O  s i g n i f i e s human 
n a tu x 'e , & & Ô U  s i g n f f i e s  d iv in e  n a tu r e .
Modern i n t e r p r e t  e r a ,  on th e  o th e r  hand , e r a  g e n e r a l ly  
a g re e d  t h a t  th e  form  o f  a s e rv a n t i s  n o t  to  b e  
im m e d ia te ly  i d e n t i f i e d  w ith  himian n a t u r e ,  b u t  p o in t s  
tp  some a t t r i b u t e  o f  human n a tu r e ,  e i t h e r  a c c id e n ta l
1 B ru ce , op# G i t . , p .
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o r  o s s o n t i a l é  E b rè rd  imcleratancld by th e  p h r a s e ,  
n o t  human n a tu r e  i n  i t s  i d e a l  I n t e g r i t y ,  b u t  human 
n a t u r e  a s  i t  s t a n d s  u nder th e  coim eguenpas o f  sin#'
AooorCling to  t h i s  v ie w , th e  s e rv a n t- fo rm  i s  som eth ing  
a c c id e n ta l#  L ie b n e r  g iv e s  to  th e  plxr?aso th é  
m eaning., th e  huimn ex is te n d e -fo x n a , a s  one o f  d ependence , 
a c c o rd in g  t o  w hich th e  a ttx » ib u te  clcnoteel i s  som eth ing  
e s s e n t i a l  to  hum anity ; f o r  i t  p e z r ta in s  to  man, 
i r r e s p e c t i v e  o f  s i n ,  to  be unde %» law  to  'God, to  bo 
Gocl’ a s e r v a n t .  M eyer’ s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  s u b s t a n t -  
i a l l y  th e  samq# The so rvan tT fo i'm  s i g n i f i e s  th e  
p o s i t io n  a s  a s e rv a n t  n o t  o f  one who s e rv e s  I n  g e n e ra l  
(b o th  God and n aan ), o r  o f  one who s e rv e s  o th e r s  
( a s  i n  M atthew  2 0 ;2 8 ) ,  o r  o f  one who i s  s u b je c t  to  
th e  w i l l  of, anothe:e ( i n d e f i n i t e l y ) , b u t s p e c ia l l y  
o f  one w h o - is  th e  s e rv a n t  o f  God* t h i s  b e in g -m a n i-
) '"I y\f a s t l y  Im p l ie d  i n  th e  c o n t r a s t  à é^rOU
UTtc(^ûKiÀ)T^ . As a m a t t e r  o f  mere i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,
Meyer and L ie b n e r  a r e  r i g h t |  b u t  B b ra rd ’ s v iew  :1b
t h e o l o g i c a l l y  c o r r e c t .  The fo rm  o f  a s e r v a n t  i s ,
i n  p o in t  o f  f a c t ,  th e  s t a t e  o f  hum anity  a s  i t  i s
on e a r t h ,  s u b j e c t  to  d e a th  i n  conseguonce o f  s in # "
oMoyer, a s  I n d i c a t e d ,  i s  i n  agroemont#'^ However, 
he em p h as izes  th e  e s s e n t i a l  u n i t y  o f  s u b jc o t  a s  w e l l
1 B ru c e ,  0p# O it#  -pp* gG2- 363.
2 Meyc)?, op# O it#  , -pp. g l - f  '
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a s  th e  o b v io u s  c o n t r a s t  o f  fo rm : " i n  H is  e x te r n a l
c h a ra o te x ',  a f t e r  He had l a i d  a s id e  th e  d iv in e  fo rm  
w hich  He had p r e v io u s ly  had , th e r e  was o b se rv e d  no 
d i f f e r e n c e  betw een  H is  ap p e a ran c e  and  t h a t  o f  a man * 
a l th o u g h  th e  s u b je c t  o f  H is  ap p e a ran c e  was a t  th e  
same tim e  e s s e n t i a l l y  d iv in e # "^  V in c e n t a g re e s  
w ith  th e  above a rgum en ts  and sums up h i s  p o s i t i o n
[ at-#G h r i s t ’ s l  l i k e n e s s  to  men was 
r e a l ,  b u t  i t  d id  n o t e x p re s s  h i s  whole s e l f*  The 
t o t a l i t y  o f  h i s  b e in g  c o u ld  n o t ap p e a r to  men, f o r  
t h a t  w ould in v o lv e  th e  & 6 0 U
l i i g h t f o o t ’ s c r i t i c i s m  conform s to  th e  p o s i t i o n s  
above and e i% h a s iz e s  th e  s t r e n g th  o f  th e  word 
ô o u A o ^  w hich  I n d i c a te s  t h a t  G h r i s t ’ s manhood was 
more th a n  j u s t  ’ f o r m’ Kennedy d e f in e d  th e  same 
p o s i t i o n  I n  more c u r r e n t  te rn d n o lo g y ;„U Ô A cp A ”| /
c /  \  ^ i /I  1 •q O ü /Id U  p  Oj U  ♦ The c la u s e  d e f in e s
j  /  ^
n C h r i s t ’ s  assumption o f  th e  " form" 
o f  a (S o u  Ao_S does n o t im p ly  t h a t  th e  in n e rm o s t 
b a s i s  o f  His p e r s o n a l i t y ,  H is  " e g o " , was ch an g ed , 
a lth o u g h ^ ; in d e e d , ’ th e r e  was more In  t h i s  en%>tying 
o f  H im se lf  th a n  we can  think o r  s a y ’ (Rainy, p . 119)* 
AouXo5 s im p ly  d e s c r ib e s  the lim rd .lity  to  w hich 
He condescended#"^** M ic h a e l, a s  w e l l ,  a g r e e s  to  the
1 Meyer, Op. G i t . ,  p. 94#
2  V in c e n t,  Op. O i t . ,  p .  95*
3 L ig h t  f o o t ,  op . C i t . ,  p# 113#4 K ennedy, Op. G i t . , p* 437#
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iabove co n so n su a  o f  ox)iMon* Lohineyer a g re e s  
i l l  p r ln o ip l e  w i th  th e  c o iM e n tà to fs  above b û t 
em p h asizes  th e  p rim acy  o f  th e  e t h i c a l  n a tu r e  o f  th e  
k e n o s is :  "80 kanii d as  V/ort ’K neeht* n u r den S in n
h aben , d a s s  d ie  a u s s e f s to  m an so h iich e  N ie d r ig k e i t  
no tv /end ig  und von d e r  g o t t l i c h e n  B edeutung d ie s e r  
Crest a l t  g e fo ijd e r t  1 s t*  OBei d es  muss a ls o  i n  ihra 
l l e g e n :  Ê r i s t  ’K n o c h f  sum S e ich en  m e n s c h lic h e r
N ie d r ig k e i t  und g o t t l i e h e r  H o h e i t , I t  i s  o n ly
when th e  s u b o rd in a te  p h ra s e  63/ <5yU<?/iJ^oC77 à^Vo^éiJ'TriÀ^P
i s  in tro d u c e d  t h a t  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  
f a c t  o f  th e  I n c a r n a t io n  i s  e s t a b l i s h e d ,  "D ie
g o t t l i c h e  G è s tà l t  i s t  i n  d ie  a ë s c h ic h tê  ë in g e t r e te n ;
!das i s t  d e r  8ih n  d i e s e r  g e i l e .  In  i h r  i s  h u r e ln  
a n d e re r  AusdrUck d es  jo h a n n e iso h e n  s a t z e s  (1 ,1 4 )  
gegobexi; ’Und d as  W ort w ard F l e i s c h .
Thoma s i  u s ,  a f t e r  s t r e s s i n g  t h a t  <wbU/\0 (/
r e f e r r e d  " n i c h t  d e r  D ie n s tb a r k e i t  u n te r  M onschen, 
so n d ern  d e r  g e s c h o p f l ic h e n  A b hm ig igkeit von Gott,"^*' 
m a in ta in s  t h a t  G h r is t  sh o u ld  be c o n s id e re d  " a l s  ‘
Men so h a u f  g le ic h e  Wei se w ie d ie  Manse hen gaw ordan 
und g e b o ro n , und dém ganzen  H a b itu s  nach  a l s  
Mensch v o r den M ansehen e r fu n d e n . D ar A p o s te l s a g t
1 M ic h a e l, op* O i t .  p* 9 1 -9 2 ,
2 Lohm eyar, Op. Git., p. 36.
3 I b i d . , p p . ,36- 37.., ' ,
4  ïîoo inasius. Op. C i t . ,  p . 150,
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auch  h i e r  n io h t  g e ra d e a u : e r  w ard M ensch, o r
nahm m ènoch liohe  H a tu r  a n , w e l l  ob l ï M  g e ra d e  urn
4d ie  E x is te n s fo rm  zu  th a n  i s t * "  Gore :la s h o r t  and 
o x p l i o l t  on th e  p o in t ;  "He jth e  SoiQ to o k  th e  
form  o f  a s e r v a n t , Hot o n ly  s o , hu t. He.,was made 
i n  o u tw ard  ap p e a ran c e  l i k e  o th e r  men and  was found  
i n  f a s h io n  a s  a man, t h a t  i s  i n  th e  t r a n è i t ô r y  
q u a l i t y  o f  o u r  m o r ta l i ty *  The ’ fo rm ’ , th e  
’ l i k e n e s s ’ , th e  ’ f a s h i o n ’ o f  manhood, he to o k  them  
a llé""^  Gore f u r t h e r  d e f in e s  ^ S o u / I A U
a s  th e  "human mode o f  e x is te n c e # " '^  F o r r e s t  
b e l i e v e s  t h a t  P a u l i s  i n s i s t i n g  lie re  t h a t  th e  
I n c a r n a t io n  i s  n o t j u s t  a p p a re n t b u t  r e a l ;  "The 
one th in g  p e r f e c t l y  p l a i n  i s  h i s  I p a u l ’ Ey c e n t r a l  
and d o m in a tin g  c o n c e p tio n  o f  th e  in co m p arab le  
s e l f - d e n i a l  w hich C h r i s t  underw ent in  l i i s  a s s i t% t io n  
o f  hum anity  f o r  p u r  re d e i% tiô h *  A ll  t h a t  th e  
A p o s tle  d o e s , so to  sp e a k , i s  to  r a i s e  th e  q u e s t io n :  
th e  answ er to  it=  i s  n o t  to  be fo u n d  ho re  o r  i n  any 
o f  h i s  E p i s t l e s ,  b u t  i n  th e  r e c o r d s  t h a t  t e l l  th e  
s to r y  o f  C h r i s t ’ s  life* "^ ^  M ack in to sh ’ s o p in io n  
has  a l r e a d y  been  s t a t e d ^ ;  "He jchx^ is^  to o k  a l i f e
1 Thomas!US, Op. O i t . , p .  151*
2 G ore , Op# O i t . , p* 89 .
3 I b i d . , f n .  1 .4  F o r r e s t ,  Op# G i t# , pp* 99^100.
5 Above, pp . 231- 232 .
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o f  manhood th ro u g h  th e  a h c llc a tlo n  o f  i n f i n i t e  
g l o r y . #*# He o h o e e . . . t h e  p a th  o f  lo w l in e s s ,  
o b o d le n o a , and  d e a t h * M a o k i n t o s h , i n  a l a t e r  
p a s s a g e , makes t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  even  more e x p l i c i t ;  
" J e s u s ,  a s  man, was p o s s e s s e d  o f  p e r s o n a l  
i n d i v i d u a l i t y .  He was n o t o n ly  Man, Ha was £  
m a n .. .  .N ot m ere ly  a  man, in d e e d , h u t  a Jew o f  th e  
f i r s t  c e n tu ry * " ^
A g a in , a s  ixi th e  f i r s t  two p o i n t s ,  th e  
com m enta to rs and th e  k e n o t i c i s t s  a r e  i n  ag reem en t; 
th e  o w l  O U and I t  s  su b seq u en t and
d ep en d en t p h ra s e s  r e f e r  to  th e  r e a l  manhood o f  
G h r i s t ,  to  a r e a l  and n o t an  a p p a re n t  I n c a r n a t io n .
I t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  to  n o te  t h a t  th e  ûoim ixentators 
f i n d  i t  p o s s ib le  tcj axn?ive a t  t h i s  m u tu a l c o n c lu s io n  
w ith o u t em ploy ing  th e  c o n c e p t o f  k e n o s is  i n  th e  
s t r i c t ,  m e ta p h y s ic a l  sense*
Upon th e  b a s i s  o f  th e  above s tu d y , i t  w ould 
be e x c e e d in g ly  d i f f i c u l t  to  e s t a b l i s h  a c o n v in c in g  
C h r is to  lo g y  upon th e  b a s i s  o f  th e  
de s c r ib e d  i n  P a u l ’ s  l e t t e r  to  th e  p l i i l i p p i a n s .
1 M ack in to sh , Op. C i t . ,  p . 67.
2 I b i d . ,  p p . 3'
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The h m d e n  o f  p r o o f  f o r  such  a T heory would 
n e c e s s a r i l y  l i e  e ls e w h e re , P e rh a p s  th e  b e s t  
summary o f  t h i s  e x o g e t ic a l  s tu d y  i s  o p iita in e d  in  
a c r y p t i c  s ta te m e n t  o f  B ishop W eston^s? "T h ere  
a r e  p a s s a g e s  o f  St* P a u l t h a t  can  bo e x p la in e d  
i n  th e  l i g h t  o f  a m o d e ra te , r e l a t i v e  K en o sis ; 
b u t th e r e  i s  no p a ssa g e  t h a t  ca n n o t b e d c g u a lly
- nw e ll  e x p la in e d  in  some o th e r  way,
1 H,H* M ack in to sh , The E x p o s ito ry  T im es, D ec, 1909. "The K en o tic  vievT, %  i^  r i g t i t  o r  w rong, d o es  n o t i n  t h e  l e a s t  depend f o r  i t s  cogency upon one o r  two p a ssa g e d  i n  St* P a u l ,  oven th ough  one o f  th e s e  p a s s a g e s  has happened to  g iv e  a name to  th e  th e o ry  a s  a v/hole* ’ We have o n ly  to  p la c e  to g e th e r  th e s e  two w ords o f  J e s u s ;  ’1  and th e  F a th e r  a r e  o n e ’ , and ’o f  t h a t  day and t h a t  hour know eth no man, n e i t h e r  th e  s o n , b u t th e  F a t h e r ,  ’ to  have th e  p rob lem  f u l l  upon u s ."  p .  108,
2: W eston, Op. O i t , ,  p . 129.
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summary s ta te m e n t
T here  w ould be l i t t l e  p o in t  in  r e i t e r a t i n g  
th e  p a r t i c u l a r  argum en te  upon w hich th e  v a r io u s  
ICenbtic T h e o r ie s  depend o r  th e  c r i t i c i s m s  by 
w hich th e y  a re  r e f u t e d ;  th e s e  have been  made 
e x p l i c i t  i n  e a r l i e r  c h a p te rs#  N e v e r th e le s s ,  a 
general^;, summary s ta te m e n t sh o u ld  be made#
F i r s t ,  from  th e  n e g a tiv e  s i d e ,  i t  m ust be 
s t a t e d  t h a t  th e  m a jo r i ty  o f  s c h o la r s  have fo u n d  th e  
K en o tio  Thoox’y  an  i n s u f f i c i e n t  fo rm u la  f o r  th e  
d o c t r in e  o f  th e  I n c a r n a t io n ,  "80 f a r  a s  1 can  
s e e ,  th e  fo rm a l th e o ry  o f  K en o sis  r e s t s  upon an  
a l t o g e t h e r  i n s u f f i c i e n t  b a s i s  b o th  B i b l i c a l  and  
h i s t o r i c a l , " ^  The B i b l i c a l  p a s s a g e s  on w hich  th e  
th e o ry  depends a r e  open to  o th e r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s ^ ,  
and th e r e  i s  no d o c t r i n a l  supixxrt e a r l i e r  th a n  th e  
n in e te e n th  c e n t u r y , ^  To t h i s  m ust be added  th e  
f a c t  t h a t  th e  K en o tic  T h eo ry , i n  en d e av o u rin g  to  
e l im in a te  th e  l o g i c a l  c o n t r a d ic t i o n s  w hich  th e  
G h a lced o n ian  Form ula e n t a i l s ,  has cpm pj^icated 
r a t h e r  th a n  s im p l i f i e d  th e  e x p la n a t io n  o f  
In c a rn a t io n #  However, th e  im p o r ta n t c o n t r ib u t io n s  
w hich th e  K eno tio  Theory  h as  made to  C h r io to lo g y
1 S anday , O lir is to lo g y  and P e r s o n a l i t y  * p# 173#
2 A b o v e ”.......
3 A bove, p .130 .
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a ra  fo u n d  n o t in  t h e , q t ru o tu ra  b u t i n  th e  c o n te n t  
o f  th e  (Theory#
Beoondÿ fyom th e  p o s i t i v e  s i d e ,  th e r e  a r e  
th r e e  m ajor em phases i n  c u r r e n t  G h r is to lo g y  w hich  in  
g r e a t  p a r t  owe t h e i r  im p o rtan ce  to  th e  Kano t i c  
(Theory# " I f  th e s e  t  hoof l a s  jK e n o t i ^  ap p ro ach  th e  
s u b ja c t  from  th e  r i g h t  s ta n d p o in t  t h e i r  aim s a r e  
a ls o  i r r è p rp a ç h a b le ^  f o r  th e y  s t r i v e  to  do j u s t i c e  
to  (1 ) th e  D iV iné g e l f ^ s a c r i f i c e  and  (2 )  th é  Manhood 
o f  O h ris t# "1  To  th e s e  two imy b e  added  a th i rd #  
K en o tic  Ohi’i s t p l o g y  p ro v id e s  a d e s c r ip t i v e  m etaphorh  
f o r  one o f  th e  m ost im p o rta n t asx>eôts o f  th e  
In c a r n a t io n  -  th e  S e l f  ^ g iv in g  o f  Oodi B irs t:^  by 
r e a s s e r t i n g  th e  H eb ra ic  r a t h e r  th a n  th e  G-rcek 
c o n c e p tio n  o f  th e  i m p a s s i b i l i t y  and  Im m u ta b ili ty  o f  
God, th e  K o n p t ie i s t s  have a g a in  g iv e n  p la c e  i n  
G h r is to lo g y  to  th e  r e a l  s u f f e r in g  and  o e l f - s a e r i f i c e  
in v o lv e d  i n  th e  in c a rn a t io n #  The second p o in t  i s  
an e g u a l iy  im p o r ta n t c o n t r ib u t io n  ah I n s i s t e n c e  
upon th e  t r u e  Manhood o f  G h r is t  w ith o u t  l o s s  o f  
D iv in e  id e n t i ty #  fh e  ïtè n o tio  Theory* a c e n t r a l  
p r i n c i p l e ,  t h a t  th e  e t e r n a l  Bon o r  Word in  h i s  
in c a r n a t io n  by a v o lu n ta ry  a c t  l i m i t e d  h im s e lf  to  a 
h i s t o r i c a l  hiuaan c o n s c io u s n e s s  and  human f a c u l t i e s
1 l a  Touche, The P e rso n  o f  G h r is t  i n  Modern T hought# 
P# 352# l l s o  sêè  E e ltb n *  A. S tudy  In  O h r is to lo g y # P# 210.' ' " . ' -
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o f  îaïow ledge and a c t io n  h a s , I  b e l i e v e ,  p ro v ed  
i t s e l f  to  be; th e  m ost in%)03?tant f r e s h  c o n t r ib u t io n  
to  O to is to lo g y  w hich  has b een  madU s in c e  th é  tim e 
o f  IrenaeuG #"^ The t h i r d  p o in t  i s  im p o r ta n t ,  f o r  
i t  m arks a n o th e r  perm anent c o n t r ib u t io n  o f  th e  
K ono tic  O?heory to  d h r / i s to lo g io a l  thinkiiM^* "Wê 
a r e  n o t so much co n ce rn ed  to  chai% ion:' th e  f u l l -  
b lo o d ed  K en o tic  s ta n d p o in t  a s  to  su g g e s t t h a t  th e  
id e a  o f  o u r  Lord*'s K en o sis  e x p re s s e s  a C h r i s t i a n  
i n s i g h t  w a l l  w o rth  p r e s e r v in g  i n t o  th e  s e l f - g i v i n g  
q u a l i t y  o f  th e  d iv in e  lo v è é " ^  Ho th e o ry  o f  th e  
I n c a r n a t io n  can  be co m p le te  w ith o u t ta k in g  in to  
ac co u n t th e  s e l f - g i v i n g , th e  p o u r in g - o u t ,  th e  s e l f -  
eîiç)ty in g  o f  God f o r  th e  red em p tio n  o f  man#
1 Q u ick , D o c tr in e s  o f  th e  C reed , pp# 132^Î33»B ishop W oston b ta tasV  " I t  sh o u ld  be n o t ic e d  how much in d e b te d  th e  Church i s  i n  f a c t  to  th e  K e n o t i s t s  f o r  th e  th o u g h t t h a t  th e  s u b je c t  o f  manhood m ust be sough t f o r  i n  th e  lo g o s  co n c e iv e d  a s  s e l f ^ l im i tc d #  # , # l t  i s  e a sy  to  f o r g e t  th e  d e b t we oWe to  them ; #. 4 But th e  f a c t  i s  t h a t  t h e i r  m ain d o c t r in e  i s  an axiom  o f  o u r  modern G h ris to lo g y # "  The One C h r i s t y pp# 127-128 .
2 Dut h i e , God In  H is  W orld# p# 31#I t  i s  im p o rtan t' t o  h o t i c e  t h a t  such  R u ss ia n  O rthodox th e o lo g ia n s  a s  S o lo v ie v , T a re sv , B ulgakov , and G orode tsky  a d v o c a te  C h r i s to lo g ie s  w hich in c o r p o r a te  th e  k e n o t ic  m etaphorb# I f  
t h e r e  i s  even  to  be a d ia lo g u e  betw een  th e  C hurches o f  H ast and W est, a know ledge and u n d e rs ta n d in g  o f  th e  K ono tic  m etapho r^  w i l l  be 
n e c e ssa ry #
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